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REVEREND FATHER 


in Goa, FnomMas Lord 
Biſhop of Dureſme_, &Cc. 


RicGHTREVEREND 


Double Reſpet makes 
this eApologre prelentit 
M\:1 ſelfe to the publique 
@|; velew under your 'Pa- 
SES} TONAgC; both becauſeit 
pleades 1OT a cauſe detended by our 
(Church, wherein God hath made you 
2 Biſhop: and wherein your Per hath 
made you eminent, having ſo dex- 
trou ly oppoſed theRomaneF ation; 
and thatin this particular, As allo be- 


Aa 


$ 
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The Friſtle Deticatorie. 
cauſe gne deſigne of it 15,to make goog 


the Credit of one, whoſe Perſon 1s well 
knowne, and gratefull to your Lord- 
ſhip. No queſtion but the wronged | 
Door willingly yeeldes,that in ſuch 
undertakings as theſe,any per/onalide- 
fects ſhould preſſe the Man and not the 
(,auſe,Cand this 1s my delire likewiſe;) 
but ſince out of the ſpirit of Contra- 
dition the Reſpondent's unknown Se- 
cond hath layd ſuch firange weaknes, 
& 1n{utticiencieto the charge both of 
theArouments & Perfon ot our Diſputant, 
I hope this endeavour will paſle for 
nothing but Chariy which ſhewes how 
both are1nJured: & how as his confe- 
renceſoour common cauſeſufteralike 
1n that reporter's fraudulentRelation. 
T helecoſiderations made me preſ ume 
your Loraſhipwould pleaſe to own this 
Defenfive treatiſe:& Ikewiſeentertain 
a favourable conſtruction of the Ten- 


Gre of his "an who 1sunfeagnedly 


Your Lordlhips $ 
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The Printer to t 
GENTLE READER, 
Ra 7 was 1:0! 70guiſite, Or did 1 thinkeit worth. 
Th, whileto print verbatim. ſewerally that booke 
prbliſhedby S E. which was the occalion of 
; C7 this, There ts nothing material init, butts 
TDD 4 hert{c that moſt commonly in a diner{e cha- 
racter, with the Pare (ct 10 it 13 0rr margent). ſunmed up 
faithfully & anſwered.There are ſome Lettcrs prefixed by 
the Author,tothis Apology,whic4 at firſt fight may ſeeme 
2atrers Extrajudicial:But they are not ſo:T hey will anſwer 
the like proxmial! paſſages of S.E. & give thee the OCca- 
ſion of this Attem pr.y comparing them thor ſhalt collefF, 
that the Authour at fir(t meant nothing le(ſe thea the preſſe 
but upon further conſideration it was thus by him Augmen- 
tedand diſmiſſed. By the Dates of theletrers, Thou ſhalt 
findeit hath ſlept morethen a Twelye-moncth,& that nei- 
ther corrected by the Authour, nor cenſured by Rea- 
| dcrs:/« thatthe Authour may himſelfe by this timelookeon 
 #withaReaders eye. Fromihe Authour 7 ca# aſſure thee 
that it is no Ambition, or Itch sf #he Prefle now calles it 
forth;who bluſhethrothink that withall he muſt publiſh his 
ew7 weakenes;nor is it any Fatious forwardnes/n himto 
continue or enlarge the Rent betwixt us and ROME, 45 if it 
were not already wide enough-b#trather to ſhew uponwhat 
grounds we faxdoff. In particular to ſave our DoQour 4 
labour:and\(if it may be) to quiet ſuch petulant Pens as this, 
which if they were let alone to vent their bitternes nnanſwe- 
red would fill the world with Satyres cyInveRtives,againſt 
our Church which prayes for unity;c> againſt the Perions 
of her champions, which Abett for truth. With thus much 
(knowing the Authours mind) Tthought god (Chriſtian 
Reader) to acquanit thee. And ſe 1 leave Thee and Aim 


and Thisfothe Godof Truth and Peace. 


he Reader. 


The 


Ne re 


The Contents | 


es St CY IUOuN. LI. "Y ) 


go our Dottors proceeding from the Reports 

' miſpriſion. States the queſtion of the Real preſence. 
Nullifies that diſtinGion of a meere figure, anda fi- 
gre that haththeverityjoyned with it. Anſwers the 
3-rnſtances for it, Shewes their fallacions dealing 118 
leaping from prepoſitions to ſimple Termes,and how 
that the ſame propoſition cannot be both proper and 
fuurattve, Diſproves out of Tertullian therr inter- 
pretation of Tertullian,c+ proves that hes againſt. 
them. Excepts againſt that booke fathered on Cy- 
prian,c* then brings evidence ont of it alſo againſt 
the Corporall preſence, 


S ECTI O N.2. 


Anſwers the Subtilty which ſayes the ſpeeches concer. 
ning the elements inreſpect of the mattrr are moſt 
proper;but in reſpect of the manner of receiving 
them under other ſhapes are improper, proves that 
the ſubſtane of the elements is not abſumed;that the 
body canot beunder the ſhapes ; that the 6.Chapter 
of $.lohn makes not for Carnall manancation: a- 
gainſt which is alſo 9rought the conſent of the Fa-. 
thers;thatin Sacraments the ſignes & actions muſt 
be ſuch as they appeare; Anſwers and retorts Philo. 
ſophicatl paſſages ſhewes the nature of proper and fi 
gnrative propoſitions. Refells the anſwer of a mixt 
propoſition,es the ſimiles brought for it. Concludes 
the opinton of Tranſubſtantiation to be novel. 

| Sz2r,- 


The Contents. 
Sn cT1ON.3. 


Shewes how $. Auſtin might ſay Tudas recerved the 
price 6f our Redemption,and yet not held a carnall 
manducation. That S$. Bernard puts a difference 
betwixt the ſignes, and the thing ſignified, affir- 
ming noxeto Communicate the thing ſ1znified, but 
the worthy recetvers. 


SECTIO Neb. 


Declares $ Auſtin to be for our Tenet. How the ſame 
thing cannot be [aid to vepreſent or be like 1t ſelfe. 
The exteriour forme of theelements tis not to repre- 
ſent Chriſt crucified: but the ations exerciſed on 
them,are to repreſent hu paſſion. What Relation is 
betwixt- Chriſts body and the elements, What u 
meant by (This) inthis prepoſution ( This 1s my 
body.) 

. Sn qC1TONSy. 
Shewes that the various formes of ſpeech objeited uſed 


by the Fathers, concerning the change which js 
wronght by conſecration argue not a ſubſtantiall 
change. What an-inſufferable opinion SE. holds 


of the Sacramentall breed. That the foxt . hapter of | 


S.lohn cannot be underſtood of Sarramentall bread 
Their explication and application of ſome places of 


Scripturereformed, Their A1oration of the conſe- 


crated Hoſt charged with Iavlatrie,cytheirexcuſes 
therof diſabled. d full diſcourſeof Gods omnipoten- 


cie ſucceedes.$hewes how infirme their plea is from 
thence,of Gods will the Rule of our faith.Of Chriſt 
multipreſence or ubiquite. 'The contradictions in 
Tranſubſtantiattion. Of Miracles and myſteries, 

That 


- 


The Contents. 
That t hereis noſuch inherent vertue in this propee. 
ſition ( This is my body ) as 7s pretended. That 
diſcourſe which bids us heare out the propoſition bee 
fore thechange can be wrought as proved Sophiſti-' 
call. Tautolozie ts juſtly layd to their charge, The 


reporters Teeres are proved groundleſſe & returted. / 
SECT IONG. 
Handles the other part of the Sacrament, the Cups» . 


Refutes their conflruition of theſe words (This 
Cup 15 the new Teftament in my blood) ſhewes that 


there is by their confeſſion a figure in them.That 
there is 10 ſ#b ſtaptiall chanze wrou 'ght by them. 
That there is not Identity inthem, 


IE CTIONT7. 


Reconciles the ſeeming differences of the Evange- 
liſts. Shewes their conſtant Harmonie, and how 
theſe words (1 will drinke no more of the fruite of 
the Vine ) are to be underffood of both the Legall 
and conſecrated Cups. out of S .Paul declares that 
the thing ſignified is not received but by the 
mouth of faith. Givesthereaſon why the Fathers 
call the Euchariſt an unbloudie Sacrifice. Diſcs- 

vers the wanitie of the Reporters vannts. Con- 
acmnes the enemies of Truth, of inſufficiencie and 
blinde obſtinacie, bs 2, 


Theſe 


"] / SACHx 
EqOCSLSIEIOFSERS 


T heſe Letcers may diſcover to the 


Reader the occalion of this worke, and 
wirthall anſwer theproemial Cavils of S.E. 
the unknowne Reporter, 
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The ſubſtance of ſome Letters to my acquaintance 
the Papiſt,who lent me the beoke writen againſs 


Dr Fearrz yr. be 


SEP tr tx Our private con- 
SA ference, pitching on this 
> diſcourſe oftheEuchariff, 
” you pleaſed to leanve mee 

5x) youropinion of the reall 
X which for mutuall exer- 
AX <ciſe, Iconcluded to refute, 
= youto defend. But your 


hk, 


journey fince Chriſtmas interpoling, youleft mee 


this booketo argue,in your roome, which Pam- 
phler, (though an eye-ſore ) I haue in your ab- 


fencecurſorily overlooked, and now returne you 
"RR. hs | A 


SW preſence under your hand; 
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: Iohn 4. 
PAP. 4+ 
Pap. 5. 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley 


both it and its anſwer. As that gaue mee the Epi- 


 tomeof what you would ſay at large indefence of 


your Tenet: ſothis giues you the Abridgement of 
what Thaueagainſtir. 

'Twas printed at Doway, a place whereof Pro. 
teſtantsmay juſtly ſay, what Nathanaetiaid of Na- 
zareth, canany good thing come out of Doway ? 
Almoſt twentie yeares agoe, you ſay, the Conference 
was-pajt;*Tis ſtrangthisadvantage was no ſooner 
ſpyed, ſtranger thatnow itis ſpyed, "tis ſo weake- 
Iy maintained, that one who was at thetime of that 
Conference an Jnfanrt, ſhould now bee growne 
ſtrong enoughto diſable it. S. ZE. hath put a new 
point onthe Biſhops diſcourſe, but not ſo thicke, 
butthatthrough it ſpots may appeare. Whether 
Dr Featlie hath (eene this new deviſe, or what he 
eſteemes of his Lordſhips ſecond, I haue not en- 
quircd;but Ithinke him farre below the anſwer of 
ſo worthy a Champion, ſome weaker Pen may 
foyle him, 

S.E. ſayes, Hee likedwell ſome fragments of his 
Lords Anſwers : But our.D* cannot but miſlike 
theſe ſpurious fragments of his objeftions, inſerted 
inſtead of ſuch, which he both then and' at other 
thelike occaſions. hath ſo. plentifully and: entirely 
produced and publiſhed. Here our Dazzel is caſt 
boundinto.the Lyons denne, and as if too ſtrong 
with both hands, is broughtto combate with one 
tyed behind him ; He ſeemes to ſport himſclfe with 
him, as the Philiſtsnes did with Sampſon whenthey 
had put out his eyes. They who know D* Featlie, 
cannot butgueſſe theſe arguments thus produced, 
to be but meere baſtards, farre unlike his off-ſ] pring 
_ botty 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
bothin ſubſtanceand forme, yer asthey are urged 
imperfec, they arc not fully anſwered, but Rtam- 
meringly and by roate. 


The occaſions, time, place, witneſles, conditi- **7'* - 


ons, and manner of the Conference Tleauero the 
relation ofthoſe who were preſent; till Iſee all paſ- 
| ſages on both parts I ſuſpend my cenſure ; obſer- 
ving thatrule ofthe Tragedian. - 


Qui ſtatuit aliquid parte Praudita altera, 
Aquamlicet ſtatuerit, haud aqumns faerit. 
o& 

YetI confeſle my charitie hath reaſonto leane 
toour Doctor, becauſe it is not unlikely hee is 
wronged intheſc circumſtances, as he is in theſub- 
ſtance ofhis argiiments. And for ought ſeethoſe 
fragments of his are brought in, as meere qu's 
and occaſions of thoſe flouriſhes, which the Au- 
thor hath added ; which indeed ſeeme pretrie at 
firſt fight (like ſome painted Minion ) but bring 
them to the Sunne their wrinckles and defects arc 
quickly diſcovered, | 

I cannot but pittie ſuch parts ſo miſ-employed, 
wharſoever aſperſion is caſt ypon the Truth, is 
pellucid; and though a while falſhood may lurke 
incurious Sophiſtications, yet at length the Truth 
will breake through thoſe clouds, and like the 
Moone- ſhine allow its ſpots and blemiſhes no ſha- 


$ente. Meds. 


dow.*Si ridebitur alicubi materys ipſis ſatisfiet. On- + reml gg 
ly ſmileat ſome paſſages, and they are anſwered. Ya. 


Alltheway (againſt their nature which is to 1l[11- 
ſtrate) the matteris ſo involved in fimiles, thar I 


may ſay ofit, what _4gricolaſlayd ofthe Britaines xTacirjngeri, 


B 2 lurking 


To 


| An Appologie for Dofor Featley 
lurking in coverts, 1nvents Britannia & ſubaita, 
they were conquered with leſfe difficultie then 
found. Though I confeſle it did prepoſſefſe mee 
witha diſ-eſteeme of his wares to. {ee them. ven. 
ted by falſe lightes, Yerlaying a ſtde all aftetion 
tocither partie, I will bring his ſeeming gold ro 
the tryall, andthen ſecif it proove any betterthen 
Alchymic. You muſt ſuppoſe me now in the 
Countric, alone from the ſocictic of Schollers 
which the Univerſiticaffords, and { thoughin the 
abſence of a worthy Doctor Tam betriended with 
theuſe ofhis- Library ) yet Iam not ſtored with 
every booke heere quoted, and: therefore my 
purpoſe is nottogive an exat Anſwer to every 
thing in this booke, but ir ſhall ſuffice to glaunce 
onely atthoſelines which carry greateſt ſhew of 
ſtrength. My paines have only this aymetoteach 
you, that nothingin it cither ſubvertsthe Tenetof 
our Church concerning the reall preſence of our 
Saviour in the Sacrament, or confirmes your 
Dogrineof Tranſubſtantiation.. Farewell. 


0diben 


- ee axed ae 


21, Feb.1633. Your well-wiſher 


An' other. to the ſame 
Gentleman. 


© IGNIOR, - a: = 0 
Z—=(Flncc you received this Anſwer of mine 


Z 
e 


WA to Maſter S.E.TI underſtand tt hath had 


> Re bur courſe entertainement. Inſteed of 
>= the ingenuous Reply which Iexpected;F 

heare of Scoffes and Ieceres'; Boy and beardleſſe 
are termes which I did cafilie beare. But to be 


provouncedan-Hereticke, -went-ſomwhart. neere; 


If you had meant me only an Hereticke in-notad. 
hering to the Church of Rome, this had binto 
me no newes, becauſe Iknow your Anathema's a- 
gainſt all thoſe as Heretickes iwho doe proteſt a- 
eainſt her ſentence. But you have famed me for 
writing Arch-herefies againſt our owne Church 
Teners. How you haveabuſed my Copy I know 
not, butT have choſenratherto be either accuſed 
or iuſtified by the preſſe, then your report. And 
thisthe rather, becauſe-T'would fave the wronge®# 


DoRor alabour,who ſurely etſewould haue made 


his owne defence; T hopemy charitie ſhall excuſe 
my forwardneſſe. WhenT ſent you theſe papers, 
| Thad notfully.examinedthe matters offa or Cir« 
cumfſtances,of- the conference, wherein now I am 


ſatisfied &reſoluepubliklytoclearethe Dofar &' 
Maſter Kxevetfrom thoſe Aſperfions where with - 


P4pc19e 
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S, E, (ought moſt ſhamefully to defame them ; 
ſome Philoſophicall pafſages which before I pur- 
poſely omittted, I have now as occaſtonis offered, 
inſerted. In ſome ſubſtantial pointes I haveenlar« 
ged my felfe thatſo your malevolent interpretati- 
on may have Scholiesto reQifteitz If you continue 
yet unſatisfied make knowne your doubts, and I 
ſhallendeayour to remove them. In, the interim I 
cannot but acknowledge my ſelte, in this one 
thing beholding to you that you have bintheoc- 
caſſion ofmy vindicating our Churches cauſe and 
its abetcors from _exception, Odiham Inne21. 

1633- . 
, Your Debtour cM1.. 


f& fa 4s Es FOE Es 


To the unknowne Relator who 


calleth himſelfeS.E. 


ST, 
S8=&Efuter, in concealing your name you 


- 


2 R FF have diſcovered your nature, you 
AY, 


rell you thateither you are miſinformed, or ſhame- 
leſſe. You affirme of DoQor Smiththat he was 2 


DoQor in Oxford. It thatwere true, Imighrſay 
of our Doctor and his Lordſhip what one doth of 


Tugurtha and Marius, 1n tiſdem Cuſtris didicere que 


poſtea in contrarijs facerent. They learned in the 
= ſame 


a who will not know thetruth, deſire nor 
F to beknowne. Letme be thus bold; to- 


ep: Fo Pe 


44 en 


- N o -. 
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fo , tr At; 43 


fuo indicio, T marvaile youare ſo much offended 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon: 7 


fame, that which in Conttary Campes they did 
praQtiſe ; buttisconceived his Lordſhip can ſhew 
no other teſtimonie of his degree taken there then 
his owne hand. You would perſwade the world 
that it was a ſlight in our Door by cutting off his 
Lordſhips tedious ſuppofition, to ſhift the con- 
ference, when it appeares to be the onely way 
to ſpeed his on-ſet ; Doth it not thinke you (in 
the opinion of an indifferent Reader ) rather argue 
the Reſpondent ofatimorous ſpirit to ſpendtime, 
and keepe off the Opponent with by-diſcourles? 
Our Door came thither to diſpute and not to 
hearehis Lordſhip preach. Againe'twas included 
in one of the lawes of that diſputation,thar his 
Lordſhip atthat meeting was onely to anſwer,and 


P4422, 


had not DoRor Featly reaſonthen to challenge 


him for the breach of that law, when heheard him 
begin tolaydowne ( beſides the termes and ſtate 
of the queſtion )argumentstoconfirme his part ? 
But that you may make it appeare thatour Door 
feares to encounter your Biſhop; To# ſay you can þ es 
put the particulars downe when time ſervesthat 
upon your knowledge he hath twice in England ſince 
refuſed to meete your Lord in diſpute. Bravelyſpoken 
and like yourſelfe; but let any Reader iudge whe- 
therthis reportbe not both falfe and improbable; 
for in England there were two proclamations a- 
gainſt his Lordſhip to attach him, and isir likely 
that a man lurking to ſave his life, would ſend two 


ſeuerall Challenges to my Lord of Canturbaries 


Chaplaines in houſe? this had bin ſorex ut dicitur 


that DoRor Feat/ze, in his relation explaines the 
Fr” termes; 


N 


Sce Conte « 
reace publi- 
ſhed by 
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Dotor Fe: Doctors maine Argument. DoGtor Featlie arguing 


- 


An Appologie for Doftr Featley 
termes of the queſtion, asif it were the way to 
make che Reader giddy, good Sir, read it againe, 
and{likehimwho'turnes' himſelfe backe* againe ) 
you cannot but come to your ſelfe; unlefle to 
haue the termes- of a queſtion pithily, briefly, 
and clearely ſer downe,be to make viddie, ſure his 
relation can never be the cauſe of giddinefſe, You 
have daintily divided our DoQors diſputation in- 
to {eyen arguments; I ſhall anſwer you in as many 
ſeions ; and divide my language betwixt Doctor 
Smith and your ſelfe. 


$$440.444$$.0.4.4..4.4.4.4 


\ Taz FixsrT SEcTioN 


Vinaicates our Doftors proceeding from the Reporters 
mifþriſfuon. States the queſtion ef the Reall preſence. 
Nullifies that tifinfion of 4 meere figure, and a 
fignre that hath the verity joyned with it. Anſwers, 

The 3. ahſtances for it.  Shewes their fallacious 
dealing in leaping from propoſitions to ſimple 
Termes, and hew that the ſame propoſition cannot 


be both proper and figurative. Diſproves ont of 


Terrullian their Interpretation of Tertullian, and 
proves that he is againſt them. Excepts againſ# 
that booke fathered ou Cyprian, aud then biinges 
evidence ont of it alſo againſt the' Corporalll pre- 


': ſect, 


Þ EforeIanſwer your Doors diſtinRion, I cat- 


not but challenge S..Z. For ſmothering, our 


E-7FTThk «a 7 
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avainſ} the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 

chereall preſence which the Papiſts hold had no 
foundation in Scripture, proves it, becauſe thoſe 
places whereon they built their Noctrine made 
not for them, this he proves, becauſe thoſe places 
(asthe words of inſtitutionand 6.10» 53.)wereto 
be underſtood figuratively and not in a proper 
ſenſe, which he goes on toproye out of the teſti- 
monieof the Fathers, and firſt faſtens on that of 
Tertullian &c. This forme of proceeding S.E., 
takes no notice of, but makes our DoQor begin 
to diſpute at his third Syllogiſme, as if he meant 
ro uſe his Arguments as they dothe Commande- 
ments,who leave out one quite and divide ano- 


ther to makeup thenumber. 
Doctor Smithes diſtintion of a meere figure pag.zs. 


and a figure which hath the veritie joyned with 
it,as holding this and reiecting that; is deceipt- 
full and meerely words; without any ſolid oppo- 
fition ro us, or matter for himfelte. 'For whereas 


he ſuppoſeth himſelfe miſconceived, if he be 
thought to admit no figure in theſe words (This 


is my body ) hewould faine father a falſe opinion 
upon us, / and goes away, currant with it) that 
we hold there is in them a meere figure. Where 
as we moſt plainely affirme that the Sacramentall 
elements are not meere empty ſ1gnes ofthe body 


and blood of Chriſt, but a true and lively figure 


of them. Andthough we deny ſuch Corporall 
preſence of the bodie and blood as if the thing 
ſignified, and repreſented were according to the 
naturall- ſubſtance thereof contein'd under the 
ſhapes of the outward fignes, and therewith did 
deſcend igto the mouth, ſtomach and bodily 

EE C partesz_ . 
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parts ; yet we belceve a moſt true realland eff:@u. 
all przſence of the body and blood of Chriſtin 
the Euchariſt, ſochat man receiving the outward 
ſignes by his naturall parts, receiverh alſo the 
thing by them figured,fignified and repreſented, 
and that by the a&tion of his ſpirituall facultie, 
that is, by an operatiye fai:h. And choughthe very 
body and blood of Chriſt be not ſubſtantially 
conteined under the ſhapes of of bread and wine, 
yet they are really Communicated by the holy 
Ghoſt unto us,at and by the faichfull and wor- 
thy receiving of thoſe myſteries. Yet this reall 
preſence excludes not all figurative ſpeech, ſince 
every Romaniſt graunts a figure in the: words 
of the Cup, and yet holds the blood really 
given, nay the my ſticall head is really preſent to 
the myſticall body, though this betaughtin-Scrip- 
ture by figurative ſpeeches za reall thing, there- 


fore may be demonſtrated by- figurative ſpeaches, 
Thus you ſee we hold not ſo-cinptie a figure as 


you would ſuppoſe we do. 


Nor yet dothall the enſuing diſcourſe eyince: 


ſucha figure inthem,as withall ſuppoſes a corpo. 
rall and fubſtantiall preſence of the body with the 
{ignes, thoughthis be the mayne thing, which is 
ſo often ſoughtand aymed at inthus booke. 
Where T obſerve, Do&or Smith leapes from 


propoſitions to ſimple termes, and ſhewes that 


the ſame thing may be that in veritic and 


truthin one reſpe&, which in another reſpe&: 


15 in a figure; But he ſhould haye proved that 
the ſame propoſition may be true in a native; 
genuine-and proper ſence, though the words be 


F uſed. 


avainſ} the Biſhop of Chalcedon. hy 

nſcein a peregrine,figurative and improper ſence 

and then he had faid ſomcthing. But firſt what 

needes a figure if the words be properly true 

Philoſophy ( whoſe Axiome is Extia non ſunt 

multiplicanda ſine neceſsitate,(cyery multiplicatt- 

on muſt plead neceſſitie) might have taught you 

as well to diſclaume all fgures as to coyne 

ſuch an-one as whereof there can be ncither uſe 

nor neceſſitie. It then according to your opinion gayir predi- 

Chriſts body be properly truly and ſubſtantial catofgware, 

ly bread,what neede Doctor Smith fly to a figure pany 7 

ro verifie this propoſition, This 7s my body * A ft; mantem 

figureis bur a borrowed ſpeach,im which-words 2rean* 

are tranſlated from their native {ignification, be-"""" 

cauſe we want proper words to exprefle ourmind. 

Now to whatend ſhould we tranflatewords from 

their native ſignification, if they would fit our 

eurne, and the predicate truly agree with the ſub. 

jecin the native ſignifications Words therefore 

are never tranſlated from their native ſtgnificati- 

on, but then when the ſentence would be falſe, 

unleſſethey were tranſlated. Herodes eſt wwlpes if 

vulpes, there were taken in its genuine ignifica- 

tion the propoſition would be falſe, and itisthere- 

foretranſlared from its proper ſence, leaftit ſhould 4, 

purchaſceleganciewith theloſſeoftruth. | 
Secondly,zood Maſter DoRor,take notice that 

ſince a proper ſpeech is, when words aretaken in _ 

their genuine ſence ;.and a figurative, when they 

are tranſlated or taken from their genuine fence 

that to be taken in their native ſence, and not in 


their native ſence { belidesthatitis a meerefiiti- 


on )is a plaine contradiction, becauſe then the 
G2. 
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ſence would be native and not native; foriyou 
muſt be kept ad ide, and not be permitted to 
change the propoſition which remaines the ſame 
onely then when neither the termes of it, nor 
the ſignification of the termes, nor the man- 
ner of ſignifying is changed. It will now be very 
hard for your Lordſhip ro ſhew a medium 
betwixt native and not native, for beteewn Con- 
rtraditories there is neither Medium. proportions 
participationis nor abnegationis ; and then what 
will become of your medly 9 Socinuns may be 
thought to helpe you out with that Axtome of 
his, Verum opponitur falſo, non opponitur metapho. 
rico; but that verwm in ſenſu metaphorics eſt fal- 
ſm in ſenſu propriois as true, and therefore the 
ſame propoſition cannot truly beare both ſenſes. 

All this willnot ſtop him, but he will prove 
there may be, and that this is ſuch a figurative 
ſpeech as:may have the veritie joyned: with 1r. 
And to this purpoſe faſtneth on three Inſtances. 
Firſtin Teſs Chriſt, that he 7s the figure of his Fa- 
thers ſubſtanee yagaxrip Tus Smo5tovius, the Cx- 
preſſe image of his perſon,and yer (ass,F, fol- 
lowes him pag. 58. & 99)1n ſubſtance all one 
with him, that hee is God ſubſtantially and God 
repreſentatively, &c: what of this?" T grant 
fince the divine eſſence was incarnate. that the 
ſonne is- eſſentially. the ſame with the Father, 
who though qzoad hypoſtaſin in- reſpect of his 
filiation he be a diſtint perſon: from-the Fa- 
ther, yet quoad naturam according to his efſence 
heis equally ſharer of the ſame God head, and 


is.not another but the ſame God. ButI pray 
nc —  - a - n__—_— - <6 a - - : "_ _ _ fir 
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firs, take notice that thoſe wordes' arc ſpoken of 


the Sonne as his Divinitie manifeſted it ſelfe in 
his humanitie, -ſo- then- as- the Divinitie of the 
Sonne did manifeſt it ſelfe in his fleſh, he had the 
Image of his Fathers perſon engraven in him; ſo 


x«paore figinfies; Tell me then is this Image the 


ſame with the Father whomit repreſents? is God 


the Sonne God the Father ? is-the ſecond perſon 
the firſt © or is the Divinitie of the Sonne as mani-- 


feſted in his fleſh the perſon of the Father ?.Ifnor 
then this inſtance proves-.not your diſtintion 
which maintaines a figure to havethe veritie joy- 
ned with it. Butto ſift the fimile. Chriſt was an 


expreiſe Image of the Father, ſo was he perfe& 


man every way like m#n but in finne; he repre- 
ſented God, nay was God; he repreſented man, 
nay was man 3. but it willnot follow thus of Sa- 
cramentall bread ;. This repreſents Chriſts body 
therefore it is his body; but rather thus it repre- 
ſents his body, therefore it is not his body; 


 Againe, Chriſt wasmore thenthe figure ofthe 


Father. Sothe bread is-more then a bare figure 
of the body; for it hath the effeQuall preſence 
of the body joyned with ir, though ſubſtantial- 
ly it be not become the ſame. And though the 
bread be not in ſubſtance Chriſt, yer the faith- 
full Receiver hath { ftnce to give him effetually 
and in ſubſtance is the ſame) the ſubſtance Com. 


munjcated to his ſoule, as'yerily as the breaden- 


ters his mouth.I grant Chriſts body and the Re- 
ceivers are loco-diſtant; but ſuch abſence ex- 


cludes notall ynion. The husband and wife may 


be in ſeyerall Countries,and yer continue really 


C.3. One. 
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one body,and one fleſh. Nay if our vnion with 


Chriſt were-not Spirituall but Carnall, whatpri-. 
viiedge had the faithfull more then the profane, 
{ince the Carnall man might beas open-mouthed 
as he? Noriethis Sacramecnrall feeding*the be- 
ginning of our vnion with God ; but Chriſts in» 
carnation ;zwethen began robe Gods. Children, 
when Chriſt by taking our fleſh became our 
brother. as 

So this ſtmile makes nothing againſt us, fince it 
only illuſtrates ſucha figure as to which the thing 
fignifiedis. preſent; the difference is in the manner 
of this preſerice, which you contend to be Cor- 
porallandſ{ubſtantiall, we grant only Sacramen- 
tall and Spirituall ;. yet ſo thatit is Communica- 
ted inſubſtanceandeffeRually. 

And Ipray were you let alone to affirme- that 
in 2 Sacramenrall figure,thething ſignified is cor - 
porally and ſubſtantially preſent to the fignes, 
would younot denieand deſtroy thedefinition of 
a Sacrament, whichis to bea viſibleſigne and ſeale 
ofan inviltiblegrace 2 how were they ftgnes if they 
weretherhing ſignified ? 

His ſecond inſtance-is weaker. That a ſecond 
action of a King ſhould repreſent the tormer, 
proves not that the ſame thing can repreſent ir 
ſelfe, unleſſe. he will ſay the latter ation is the 
former aCtion: but let him gee on, A King 
( ſaith he ) ſhewing in trinmph,how hee did behave 
himſelfe in the Warre ts inthis latter attion a figure 


of himſelfe as inthe former. 


Tis true, but. the relation is-between the aQi- 
ons of the King, not betweene the Kings perſon 
WS ECT CLITY Bots Chet wn 
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and himſelfe for to ſay the King is like the King 
were to make himtwo. for the ſame cannot be 
like the ſame, but is the ſame: likenefle is an ar- 
gument of plurality. One eye, one legge, or 
one hand may be likened to the other eye,legge, 
or hand of the fame perſon, but heintirely cannot 
be ſaid to be his owne picture, | 

The King in triumph may be the ſame King 
which overcamein the Warre; but he inthis fo« 
lemnity only repreſents ſome paſt actions and 
poſtures of his behaviour in the Conqueſt, not 
himſelfe; that triumph is' the figure of the 
Kinges vidtorie,not his perſon. Thus in the Eu- 
chariſt we ſee the body and blood of Chriſt, 
that broken,this ſhed, as actions which Comme- 
morate the death of our Sayiour ; but that it is 
not the very Chriſt which is before us,we muſt 
beleeve becauſe the Creede afhrmes plainely he 
is in heaven where he fitteth at the right hand of 
the Father. 

We ſay they are Elements which he conſe- 
crated before his departure, to that uſe that they 
ſhould ſignifie his body and blood broken and 


ſhead for us,and that ſo often'as we ſhou!d partici- 


pate of thdſe Elements, we through'them might | 
partake ofhis body and blood,and all the benefits 


of his-paſhon,as our ſpirituall repaſts, wherewith 
our faith might be ſtrengthened,and our graces in- 
creaſed; 

*Tis trae that Chriſt promiſed to be with his 
Church even to the ende, but not Corporally 
or viſibly, nor yet inviſibly in other ſhapes; ex- 
cluding theſe fitions, he is Continually with his 


Wh * Church 
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Church ſecretly by his grace, ſpirit, and myſtt- 
callynion; Nay he dwelleth in the hearts of 
juſtified perſons by faith. Chriſt Teſs ( though 
he bein a ſpeciall manner preſent and aſſiſtant ar 
this his own ordinance) never ordained the bread 
to be tranſubſtantiated into his body, For if ſuch 
a perſonall preſence had bin-cither requilit or to 
be expected, 1 rather beleeue he would at ſome 
certaine times haue plainely and vilibly appeared, 
and not have thus bin at the becke of every Prieit. 
And whereas 'tis ſaid a King may be the figure 
of his own triumph; if Taſſent, what then * It 
he contrarily appoynt that aſwell in his life, as 
after his death it ſhall be otherwiſe ſolemnized, 
I hope you'le not deny bur thatit may be at his 
diſpoſing and the manner at his choice © His laſt 
fimile(like the end of every violent motion) is 
the weakeſt. Bread ( ſaythhe )expoſed in the ſhop is 
a figure of it ſelfe as to he ſold, But(by the DF. leave) 
bread as it is to be ſold is not it ſfelfe, Eres it 
is not the figure of it ſelfe, For if to be ſold were 
to be bread.thcnir were not bread unlefleirwere 
to be ſold, the expoting of it, is the figne of its 
being to be ſold, bur neither is bread,it ſelfe the ex- 
poſing nor the vendibility bread. [deny ndt but thar 
the expoſed bread is as ſubftantially bread, as rhat 
within; butas it is expoſed it ſignifizth a Bakers 
ſhopHats expoſed to pafſengersare true Hats, but 
as they hang out they are in ſtonification a Hatters 
thop: Plate and Rings ſet upon the ſtale, though 
they are in ſubſtance nothing bur gold artificial- 
ly wrought, yet as they ſtand there they ſignifie 


ſomewhat elſe, viz. that there is a Gold-ſmiths 


ſhop 
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ſhop. So bread, in the Sacrament is indeed 
ſubſtantially bread, but in Office and uſe it is 
morc,for it ſignifieth ro us the body of Chriſt, 
Andto ſay that the bread by Tranlubſtantiation 
becomes the body 1iznifted, and (o is a 1igne of it 
ſelfe, is tro xob Chriſts body of thoſe properties 


of a body by which ic may be proyed to be a ; 

crue humane body. As hereafter ſhall appeare. " 
The large enſuing diſcourſe concerning Ter- pag.zo, i 

ta!/ians meaning, is more in bulke thenſubſtance © &*: Ji 


andtherefore ile anſwer ir bricfly,and comparing 'P 

oneplace in himto another, reconcilehim to him. - 

ſelfewhois heere made to diſagree and milinter- | 1: 

pret himſelfe when ifperuſed, good Father, he is | 

ſtill theſame. Terru/h4ans words heere ſo contro. / 

verted{acceed an Argument (according to the 

ſubjeRin hand in that Chapter) wherein his pur- #$ 

poſe was to confirme- this Concluſion that the EE I 

'new Teſtament contained nothing contrary to j1 

the old but rather declaresthe truth ofir in ſhew- _ 

ing how its prophycies,typesand figures are ful- iN 

filled; and fo inſtanced in the Paſſeover, to which 

feaſt thoughthen Chriſt put an end ( by inſtitu- 

ting the Sacrament which we callthe Lords Sup- 

per ) yet in this ation he did not contradict bur 

fulfill che Scripture. 
The words are theſe. * _Arceptum panem & phi gormmny, 

. diſtributum diſcipulis, Corpus ſuum illum fecit, hoc a 

eft Corpus meum aicendojdeſt, fignra Corporis mej. 

 Fignra autem nos fuiſſet niſ veritatss eſſet Corpus, 

ceterum Vacua res,quodeſt phantaſma, figuram ca- 

pere non poſſet &c. Thebread taken and givento 

hx Diſciples, he madeit his body, by "—_ 
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this is my body, that is the figure of my body, 
but it could not have beene a figure unle(ſe he bad 
had a true body, for an emptie thing, ſuch as 
is 4 Phantaſme can have no figure, Where it is 
moſt plaine that Tertuliay mcanes to interpret 
himſelfe againſt Tranſubſtantiation; for if he had 
held his body to be truely and ſubſtanrially in 
the bread, why would he have added to theſe 
words, he made it his body, this interpretation, 
thatis, the figure of his body? And becauſe his 
body had ſuch a figure he concludes, againſt 
Marsi0u(whodenyed him to-haveany otherthen 
a phantaſticall ) the truth of his body ; notinthe 
Sacrament, bur in it ſelfe; ſure he would have - 
had much adoeto perſwade Marcion,thathis body 
was ſubſtantially contained vnder the accidents of 
bread, ſince he was. ſo obſtinate, as to deny the 
eruth of it, though appearing: in ſhape and. ſub- 
ſtance of a trueman. | 
'Tis meere ſophiſtry to attribute theſe words 
( that is a figure of my body )to the ſubje&( this) 
and to. make the ſence runne thus, the figure of 
my body,is my body. Let Tert#lian (according 
ro your own obſcrvation)interpret Tertullian;1n o- 
ther places. he makes bread the ſubje& in this 
propoſition. Asin theſe.f Panem-queipſum Corpus 
funm repreſentat ;.Bread by which he repreſents 


his very body. Againe, T Paxem: Corps. ſuum 


appellaxs ; calling bread his body ; and preſently 
after, Corporis ſui fignram pani dediſſe. Hee gave 
to bread to be the figure of his body. Jn which 
places heis eaſily underſtood,to meane that bread: 
repreſents Chriſts body asa figure, notto be ſub- 


thy impoſition of hands, that the. ſoule may be 


aghinſt the Biſhepof Chalcedon. 


But S! EF. proceedesto make Terte/ſian confirme 


1» 


the bodily preſence which he holdes, becauſehe 


ſpeakes of a bodily cating; As by his words quored 


: Par, 44.76. 
in the margent, he would perſwade the flothfull ,**” 


Reader. Caro Veſcitur Corpore Chriſti, The fleſh *L.de. 


eateth the body of Chriſt. Take bur the. paines Were Þ: 


to turne the place; and you ſhall fande his drift 
there is, to ſhew the Prerogative of the body 
as well as the ſoule of manz where he . ſhewes 
how the ations done unto the body reflet on 
the ſoulc, and ſeeme to inſtru it as thus ; The 
fleflh is waſhed, that the ſoule may bee ſpotleſſe; 
fleſh is is annoynted that the ſoule may be con-. 
ſecrated and hallowed ; The fleſh 'is ſigned that the' 
ſoule may be fortified; The fleſh is ſhadowed 7 


L2G © " Fg: Tertul. adver« 
inlightned by the ſpirit ; and then followes. Caro ue Mares, 


corpore & ſangnine Chriſti veſcitur, ut &> anima £19: 


0 * | . bf We : 
a Deo ſarinetur ; 1 he fleth feedes on the body exp we putelehges 


corporss ſusfs« 
Chriſt, that the ſoule may be even fatted by guranper 


God. Outof which his meaning appeares to be, dedifſe;& T4. 


ſl #* : c.40.nointel« 
that the body receiving in the outward Element, 1igenspaxem 


( which other where he callsthe figure of his body) bs at w; 
the ſoule preſently apprehends the thing figni-/3chnyi: "pee 


hed,viz : the body of Chriſt and thus ſayth,zot plargh vinumn | 


the body but the (oul? is fatned;.out of which 1 xr 


gurd vitz Co 


| conclude againſt ' you, that the banquet is rhe Þae. 48 


ſoules and nor the bodics, 1ince the nouriſhment 
redoundes to the ſoule, and 1s not intended for 
the body as 'its ordinary food. 
But the Author excepts further; and ſayes he 
hath good reaſon to referre that which followes 
this propoſition; This .is wy body,viz. the ay | 
D 2: af  |- 
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of my body to the ſubjeR. Thisand not the pre- 
dicate, body; becauſe it my be ſhewed other where 
in him, that what followes the propofition in that 
manner muſt be referred to. the fubjech and not to 
the predicate. As in this ſpeech *Chrift us mortuus efÞ, 


k ; nl _ ideſt unit Chriſt is 4ead,that is thatwhich was a+ | 
£29, woynted : Where Tertullian treating of Chriſts | 
Li  death,proves to Praxeas that he dycd only in flefh ; 
7 | not ſpirit, becauſe that onlydiedwhich was annoin-= 7 
fu ted but hisfleſh only was annoynred rhertorethat | 
1 died. Whatof all this * where the Authour ex» | 
4 plaines himſclfe, what need any cavilles ? Inthat ; 
"* other propoſition. (Thisis my body yhetells you , 


what he underſtands by the predicate ( body ) 

namely a figure of bis body; In this ( Chriſt is. 

dead) what he meanes by the ſubjeR ( Chriſt 

namely the fleſh of Chriſt which wasannoymted,; 

becauſe ſomtimes he explaines the ſubject; willyou 

k never hayc him explaine the predicate; Sir pray 
give him leave (who beſt know his-own meaning) 
as he ſees occafton to: interpret either; bur for 
ſhame, father not ſuch an interpretation or order 


þ4 
8 
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% on him as which cannot conſent with di- 
[ verſe other of his owne ſayings. *'Tis thecourſe 
" offalſhood tobe incongruons; Truth is ever ex: 
a& and conſonant; They Who would faſtenthis 


injurious interpretation on Tertullian do often 
[ varie whiles the ſtanders. by may perceive him 
3 conſtantly agree with himfelfe, and may eaſily 
ſee that he fights againſt that Fenet, which he is 
broughtto patronize. 

Burt S.E, (noting Authors for it in the mar- 
gent ) will have him meane thus. The bread taken 

"ESE 3; he: 
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he madeithis body,that is ; It is nomore bread in 


ſubſtance butan otherthing, it is changed in na- 
ture, tranſelemenred, not bread in fubſtance, bur 


' the body ; whiles he ſfayes nothing butthus. The 


breadtaken he madeir his body, that #s the fieure 
of his body. 

A Sermon alſoof Ciprian is brought to com- pg; ;:. 
ment on Tertul/ian ſaying, the change is wrought by 


the omnipotency of the word,e+c. ——_ I anſwer with #* Bl. 4 Serip. 


your owne Cardinall, that this booke ( which £5 
ſometimes paſſeth under the name of Arnoldus) 
is not the worke of the true S. Cyprian, of the 
primitive Church; but a ſurreptitious brat be- 
gotten many ages after his death, the yery ſtile 
ſavours of ſuch barbariſme whereof the Ancient 
S.Cyprias is not guilty. Where ſhall you find 
ſuch a peice in himas this? | Diſtributns non de. , perm 
membratur : incorporat ns non injuriatur &c, Thoſe dons. cieca 
who deſire to. ſee more againſt that treatiſe, and *** 
evidences againſtthe baſtardy thereof may finde 

them in M. Crookes Cenſuras _d1pocryphorum. what 

this Authour is brought in to ſpeake will againe 

be vrged on another occaſion and there ſhall be 
anſwered. But by the way take notice of an ex- - » - . 
prefle place ( ſince you will admit his evidence) 

even in this Authour againft Tranſubſtantiation; 
Theſeare his own words; * Dedit dominus noſter « ne vat, 
in menſa, in qua ultimum can Apoſtolis partici- 1/17: 


pavit conviulum, proprijs manibus panem & vVinum: 


In cruce vero manibus militumcorpus tradidit vul. 
z#erandurm, Our Lord atthe Table where he cate 
his laſt banquet with his Diſciples with his own 
hangs delivered iP wine; but onthe Croſſe 
3 * he 
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he gave his body co be wounded by the hands 
of the Souldiers, and about two lines after he 


will tell you Significantia & ſienificata eiſdem 


nominibus Cenſentur ec. That 1n the Sacrament 


thoſe outward elements ſi2nifying, a1d thebody 
and the blood fiznified are called by the fame 
names. He ſeckes yet one more ſhifting 1nter- 
pretation of Tertullians words, calling bread a 
figure of the body; which ( by reaſon of the 
ſingular eftceme I owethe Father ) I cannotſto- 


macke. He would have it paſſe for a reafon why 


he called bread a figure of Chriſts body, becauſe 
( ſaythhe) 'twas made of an old figure 'of his 


body : as in Scripture the word Dult 7s ſometimes | 


»ſed to ſugnifie the thing mide of duſt: water to ſie- 
nifie the thing made of water ; anda Rod?fofrgnr- 


fie the thing made of a Rod cc. I anſwer, that 


Tertullians meaning is not that bread is called the 
figure of his body, becauſe *twas made ofan old 
figure, but his diſcourſe is direted to the © v 
relation which (after Chriſts ordination )ithath 
unto his body, namely tobe the figurethereof; 
in reſpe& of which neere vnion bertweene the fi- 
oure and the body figured, Chriſt ftucke not to 
honour that with the name ofthis. As for the 
{ſimiles you uſe; Frit,let me tell you ' { becauſe 
in another place you demand it ) the meaning 
and uſe of theſe places and phraſes ofthe Scrip- 
ture. Thereaſon why the Scripture calles man 
duft, is not alone becauſe *twas the matrer where- 
of he was made for ſome thing elſe goes to a 
perfet man, but to humble his aonceite, that 
though he might glory in his excellent _ 
an 
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againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 23 
and endowments, yet ſo vile 4 thing as duſt ſha- 
red in his compoſition z Wine alſo is called wa-' 
ter, and a Serpent a Rod, as much for memorie 
| of the Myracle, as to ſhew the matter whereof 
| they were made. Next, thoughonly yourinter- 
; pretation were admitted, obſerve ' how imperti- 
" nently this kind of figurative ſpeach is brought 
in,whiles you are treating of the Sacrament. -In 
this we ought to call the thing changed by the 
' name of that whereunto- it is changed , and not 
' (asin theſe inſtances) to give the ſigne 2 deno- 
mination from any relationfto what it had bin. 
Bur more of this in anſwer tothe ſame quare inthe , , pag, 


I31.07 I33-P4ges. 


Soleil 
TrxzSzgconD SECTION 


: eAnſwers the Subtiltie which ſayes, the ſpeeches 
concerning the elements in reſpect of the matter 
are moſt proper ;, but in reſpect of the manner of 
receiving them under other ſhapes are improper, 
proves that the fubſtance of the elements is not 
abſumed;that the body cannot be under the ſhapes; 
that the 6. Chaprer of Iohn makes not for Carnall 
manducation,againſt which is alſs brought the con. 
ſent ofthe Fathers;that in Sacraments the ſignes & 
ations muſt be ſuch as they appeare; Anſwers and 
retort; philoſophicallpaſſages; ſhewes the nature of - 
proper and fignr ative propoſitions . Refells "__ 
wer 


Read my 


TIpſcurpreferes 


oc. 


24 An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
ſwer of a mixt propoſition, and the ſimiles brought, 
for tt concludes the opinion of Treflionts bee 
novell, 

Pag.59. Can the Next SeQion and you ſhall finde as 
much fal{epoſ;r70n-initas theformer. Thereis 
lictle ncives, only the phraſe varied, the matter is 
ſtill one. The difcourle is partly Theologicall, 
pattly Philoſophicall. T will fift his poſitions ſe- 
verally, and fo declare how neither maintainethe 


other. All that is aymed at in anſwer to S. Au- - 


ftiz and us is to perſwade us, thar the ſpeeches 
concerning the bread and wine in reſpect of rhe 
matter are moſt proper, becauſe ( ſay they) thoſe 
fignres have the body covered in them, but in re- 

et of the mayner of eating they are figurative, 
$44 for ( ſay they ) though we trucly, verily, corporally, 
feed on the body of Chrift ſo preſent, yet we eate 
it not after an ordinarie manner, .bat in another 
{hape : this is that which is ſo often ſayd bur not 
proved. Firſt, I will overthrow the two proppes 
whereen this diſcourſe r:ſts$ and anſwer the 
more ſolide parts th-reaf. And next I will run 
over againe this {cion,and pageby page anſwer 
the dainty ſubtiltics of Mafter S.Z. and juſtific 
our Doctors diſcourſe againſthis notes. 

Againſt, thefirſt proppe Twill maintaine that 
the very body of Chriſt is not corporally.preſent 
undertheſhapes of bread and wine ; | 

And firſt, I may deale with DaQor Sw7rh, as 


* Rezxtil |. 


C8, thoſe did with the Hiſtorian * Didymme, who 
hearing him condemne a ſtory which by occa 


eur liber qui | wrt 
conconincber hon was related, produced a booke of his own 
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azainſ} the Biſhop of Chalcedon: A5 
whercin it was contained; So I will confirme 
my propoſition outof his own words who leckes 


ro juſtifie the COntrary. They .aoe nt affirme eto £42.48,6g; | 


be the body of Chriſt after ſach a corporall and na» 

turall znawacr as other things are the thines which 

they are ſazd to be but after a ſpirituall, inviſible 

myſticall, Sacramental! manner, ec. T pray {ince 

you thus confcfTe the foode myſticall and fpirt- 

tuall, why doe you ſeeks a new tricke to eate it 

corporally 2 This Carnall manducation {ayours 

nor of theſpirit, 
Thar placealſo out of S. Luſter, which you "A & 

adde makes dirc@tly againſt the corporall pre- « ,z, 

ſence; * The Lord doubted nt to ſay this is my 

body, when hee gave the figne of h1s body. What 

Father teaches ſo much as the name of .Tranſub- 

ftantiation ? peruſe them and you ſhall find them 

tull of ſuch ſpeeches as theſe. Figurcs, repreſen- 

rations, ſimilitudes, memorialls of the body and 

blood of Chriſt &c. which ſpeeches had bin nu. 

gatory and necdlefle if they had held a Corpa- 

rall preſence. Againe if the ſubſtances of bread 

and wine remaineafter conſecration, you cannot 

affirme they are ſubſtantially Chriſt, becauſe one 

ſubſtance cannot properly predicate of an other; 

but bread and wincin ſubſtance remainethe ſame 

Chriſt himſclfe ſhall be my witnes, who after 

conſecration calleth the * Wine the fruit of the cygh.26. 

Vine; The Apoſtle * Paul calls that bread which * Atta, 

he brake, exc. but if you will heare the yoyce of 

the Fathers, their Suffrages cry downe yourſub. 

ſtantiall change. * One will aftirme that not the + Treoaer; 

naturall qualities onely wn from the nature 2*/ 2.5.24 
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and eſſence of bread and wine remaine unchan- 
Fed, bat that they continue in their former eſſence 


 fignre and kinde. * Another will tcll you there 


are- two ſeveral things in the: Saci ament, one 
earthly, the other Celeſtial; one (ycs they are 
ſuch as may be taſted and can wouriſh Another, 
ſuch as are compact of many gryines to fignific 
our vnion, which ſpeeches cannotagree fo meere 
accidents which you would only have remaine, 
Theodoret in the place before quoted, proving 
againſt an hererike the veritie of the two ſubſtan: 
tiall natures in Chriſt, inſtanceth in the Eucha. 
riſt, making his Compariſon thus, As the ele- 
mentsinthe Euchariſt , though after conſecration 
they aſſume names and uſe which they had not 
before, yet remaine in there former nature and 
ſubſtances: \ſo after the vnion of Chriſts rwo na- 
tures both remaine entire z which argues he dif- 
avowed all ſubſtantiall change, elſe this ſimile 
had rather made againſt, then for his purpoſe. 
Heere might I lead you chrough all the Fathers 
and auncient writers but (: according to your owne 
Law) I referre you to their obſcrvations who 
have travailed them before me; in all contro- 
vcrſtes of rhis nature you cannot mifſe of margi- 
nall quotations, which will fairhfully dire& you 
to innumerable and evident teſtimonies of An- 


tiquitte, againſt any naturall and ſubſtantiall 


change in the tgnifying cements, Bur it T ſhould 
for diſcourſe 'ake1ct youſuppoſe the ſubſtance of 
the bread caſheired, yet youare not able ro\make 
good your inference, that the body of Chriſt is 
corporally contained under the dy ; forit 
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muſt be there then, either circumſcriptively ox 
definitively bur it is not their circumſcriptive- 
ly, becauſe there is no proportion betweene the 
continent and the thing conained, which is the 
marke of circumſcription; nor definitively; for 
that which is ſo in one place cannor at the ſame 
time be in another. Bur forſooth theſe impious 


faile ) by that ſtupid reply which pretends Gods 
omnipotency andthe preſumption on a Miracle; 
bur if you pleaſe to turne to my anſwer to the 
138. and 143. Pages you will pcrceive hoiv 
groundlefſe and impotent are thoſe pretexts. But 
I come to overthrow the ſecond proppe, and 
part of the diſcourſe; which is concerning the 
manner of eating; They to cyoyd the objected 


horror of flcſh,cating, ſay,We eateit under another pae.66.' 


fhape taſt and manner ; And further 1am told,our 
cutting and manzgling with our teeth doth not ar- 
rive unto the bedy of our Saviour in it ſelfe ; and 
yet ( ſay they ) the fleſo of Chriſt it ſelfe is taken 
into the mouth, and by wvitall inſtruments let downe 
into the flomacke; Hereis cating and no cating, 
accidents without ſubſtance, and yer a ſubſtance 
in the accidents; when you can make it appeare 
that a man may ſpeake without uſe of tongue, 
throate and other Organs of ſpeech, you ſhall per« 


ſwade me he can eate and conuey a body Cor- 


porally into his ſtomacke without touching 
chewing and other parts of manducation. Were 
gld Ariffotle alive he would bluſh ar your new- 
Lund iugeling Philoſophy. But'tis everthe miſe» 
ry of him that as @ "Pe for crror to defend it 
{7 "Pp 
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with worſe abſaurdities; 13 ofen thus with the 
guiltiedeliquent, whoſe fcined indep:ndent Apo- 
logieartlaſt proves more Criminous:henhis fac, 
Againe what divinity is this which aftirmes that 
2 ſpirituall foode may be ecaten Corporally, you 
mizhr as credibly affirm?, thir th amorous 
youth may be fed with the only {12ht of that 
beautie whereon he dotes, or that the Muſtttan 
nceds no nutriment bur his bewitching Aires: 
ſuch ftitions as theſe may become the rapture 
and paſhon of a Poet, but can never ſuite with 


the gravitic of Divines: divinitic will teach you _ 


that whatſoever entreth into the mouth, goeth, 
znto the belly, ani is caſt out into the araugh. 
If then you will aftirme he entereth the mouth 
bodily {ze how you falſthe the Scriptures, which 
ſay; * that holy one ſaw not corryption. Butto 
confirme this bodily eating he relycs on the 6. 


Chapter of Tohun. Wheretis ſayd wnleſſe you eate 


the fleſh of the Sonne of man, and arinke his 
blood you have no life in you; T anſwer that 
if you will reade on, you ſhall heare him (becauſe 
his dull hearers were offended at this ſaying) in- 
terpreting himſelfe.*Tr is (faith Chriſt ) the Spirit 
that quickeneth, the fleſh profiteth nothing; the 
words which T ſpeake unto you,they are Spirit and 
they are life, but there are ſome of you that beleeve 
20t ; out of which ir is plaine, he meanes not of 
fleſhly eating, bur a ſpiricuall, by an operative 
faith ; againe, if he meane a fleſhlv, cating then 
the wicked, nay beaſts ( fince they may 1o cate) 
might attaine eternall life, which is the promiſe 
annexcd tothe cating his fleſh and drinking of his 
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_ againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. - 29 
bloud. Looke but backe, and you ſhall ſee this 
promiſe directed to thefaith, and nortothe mouth 
of the Receiver. * Yerily verily 1 ſay unto you, he «+ ver.q7.48 
that beleeveth ow me hath everlaſting life,1 am the 
bread of life. | 

But howſoever turne to my anſwer tothe 125 peamy 77. 
paze, and you ſhall ſeeit proved that that Chap 2? 
tcrſpeakes not of Sacramentall but heavenly food. 
That the Fathers underſtood this cating not to 
be carnall but ſpirituall appcares, in that they 
perſwade there hearers to abnegate their ſences 
at theſe holy myſterics,” as alſo they did in Bap- 
tiſme ) becauſe they ſhould have more regard to 
the internal grace thenthe viſtble ſ1gne. One ſayes; | 
* Nolj parare fauces, ſed Cor, prepare not our Econ 

vp . PIcP Y dom. 

Choppes, but the heart; againe, * Y? quid paras Ser.zz-vide 
acutem && ventrem?crede ef manducaſti.To what! ny 
purpoſe doſt thou prepare thy teeth, and belly, © * 
delceveand thou haſteaten, Food which entererh 
the belly muſt be locally preſent, which you deny 
of the Sacramentall food ; affirming it to be re- 
ccived bodily, and ycr not to be there asa body 
is inits place. S. Ambroſe ſure was not of your 
opinion who plainely tells you. Now iffe panis * Ambroſd, 
qui adit in Corpus,ſed iſte panis vite eterng qui Sefran. yg 
anime noſtre ſubſtantiam fulcit,” Tis not the food 
whichentereth the body, but that whichnouri- | 
ſheth the ſubſtance of the ſoule, which is the TRY 6, 
bread of life;and againe, * Fide tangitar, fide wi * You" 
detur, non tangitur corpore, non oculis compre 'en- find train 


oY Bermnyd ) Cle 
bum mert'1,nom 
>n. Y-utris;Prol im 
Serd.can,dom, 


ded by the eyes, And in another place he bids g,;.. 
MEEY: O06 -% BOWS | them | 


( 


JO An Apoloote for Decor Featley 
them prepare cheir hearts and faith for that ban | 
QUCT 3 hauſtu interiore aſſume , feede on him with- 
* 1.4conſec. 1n thy ſoule. * You may ſuppoſe S. Anguſtize 
- to fayour your Carnall manducation, when you 
Log heare him joyne( carnem ) & ( manducat ) but if 
you peruſe him, you ſhall inde che Father caretull 
to Warne his Auditors, thet the word (m4ndacat) 
tacre, is ro be Spiritnalty underſtood. He bringeth 
in Chriſtthus ſpcaking* Noz hoc corpus quod videtis 
manaucaturieſtis ; e# bibituri illum ſanguinenm quent 
fuſuri ſunt qui me cr. cifient. Sacramentum aliquod 
vobts commendavi; Spiricualiter intelledtum vivi- 
ficabit vos, Etſh neceſſe eft illud viſibiliter celebrart, 
oportet tamen 7nviſiviliter inte4izi, You are pot 
to eate this my wery body which you ſee, and 
arinke that blogd wich my Crucifiers ſhall 
ſhed. 1 have commended ts you a certaine S4- 
crament which ſpiritualy naderſtaod will quic- 
key you. Although it bee nece(ſiry it ſhould be 
viſitly celebrated; yet it ought to bee inviſibly 
conceived, $S. Barnard will te:ch you that the 
Sacrament in his dayes was cfteemacd and 1010. 
«Bord; Ted,only as * Sacrum ſignum {rue ſacrum ſecretum,a 
ferdcew, Holy ſigne, or aſacred AMyſterie,and that Diviſi- 
wow. ones gratiarum diverſis tradite ſunt ſacramentis 
each Sacrament had its prevlar internall grace 
which did accompanie its die adminiſtration z 
Theſe and many other teſtimomes of anitq ity 
make againſt the bodily cating youdefend : and 
confirme ourpoſicion : that the body ſces, feeles, 
taſtes, and receives the outward clements, the 
ſoule by them hath the body in them ſignif:d, 
truely and really exhibited ; whick by alyring 
| - Tall 
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a2ainſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon: 
faith receives and feeds on Chriſt himſelfe. And 
alrhough Chriſtatthe holy Euchariſt benot bodi. 

ly & locally preſenr,yet he ftickes nor to call thoſe 
fiencs his body and bloud ; becauſe of their Sa- 
cramentallrelationand vnion; by which he is pre- 

ſent to them, and through themalſo to the faith 

of rhe communicant., The compariſon of eating pag, 64; 
fleſh in Mwmmieto avoide the conceipt and hor- 
rour of mans fleſh, deſerves no other anſwerbut 
Mmm. Yet becauſe it is a piece of his Lordſhips 
wiſedome, it ſhall be fifted.. Inthar drugge every 
Apothccarie cantell you there is no ſubſtanciall 
change, onely the. Artificiall commixture of it 
with orher Ingredients alter the colour, ſophiſti- 
cate irstaſt and ſo render ir uſefull, 'Bur in the 
Euchariſt you would contrarily have one ſub- 
ſtance vamuſh, and another ſucceede, how or 
which way none can demonitrate; and yer you 
would have the new fubſtance lurke in the acci- 
dents ſhape and taſt of the old; and rhoſe acci- 
dents alſo you would haye after the ſeparation: 

of thcirſubje& remaine indep2nd:nt, every way 
inabled ro performe the offices of rhar ſubje& 
whichis abſorpt. And when allis done, thedrift- 

of this ſtrange, new,monſtrous device is, to pre- 
pare more for the mouth and belly then ever 
Chriſt or his Apoſtles intended for themsz The 
banquet is Sacramentall,and therefore the eating 
muſt be ſo; ſincethe food is the foule, what makes 

the body then ingroffing ofi: ? The ynion ofthe 
body of Iefus Chriſt is immediately to ourſ9ules, 
and by our ſoules to our bodies. Whilesrhemonrh 

of the fairhfull feedes on the fignes 0 rhe boys 
rue 
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the ſoule receives the body it felfe. If you were 
let alone with yourtricke of cating 1t thus in ans 
other ſhape and manner, you would deſtr oy the 
nature oF the Sacrament; for init theſtenes and 
outward a&tiones muſt be the ſame which they 
appeare to b2; onely their uſe and {12nitication 
is myiticall. Asin Bpriſine the ſubſtance of the 
water is not chang-d,yet it ſignifies that which 
1 |. Inits owne nature It 15 nor, namely the blood of 
H en. COrilt waſhing and cleanſi Ing the particbaptiſed. 
i Kc 46-h_y ' S. Barnard will tell you, that the end of the Sa- 
cramentsis, Ft inviſibilis gratia ſignoaliquowvifi- 
bili preftaretur cc. Thatan inviſtble grace might 
througha viſible figne be conveyed to us, Thus 
if you will but acknowledgetiiutanearthly thing 
may by divine.inſtitution have the privitedge © 
E be {ignificative,and to conveigh {piritua graces 
unto us,you will ca ly concetve thereis no neede 
4.8 . of theſe flightes ofclcanly convclance, but that 
"ih bread though remayning in ſubſtance what 1t 
[4 - was, yet may be the body of Chriſt. 
| Par. 74: S.E. in his application to the unlearned after. 
a'l this labour,ro prove. that thereis no figure in 
_ propoſition ( This is my hody\inreſpc tot the 
1atter, ſince the bread is ſubſtantially C hriſts 
Peg.57.83, body but only in reſpect of the mannerof cating 
ir, makesa digreffion or rather as it appcares )@ 
contradiction; for now he ſeekes ( again his for- 
P4;.35,87, mer pofition)to ſhew how in that propoſt:ion 
T1 there is alſoa figure inreſpe of the matter, and 
"8 oivesthis reaſon for it; becauſe (ſayth he \whiles 4 
i thingi is every way inits naturall mann?r of exiſtency, | 


it perfeitly a_p_—__ fo the name givenit, thatis it 
a 
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avainſt the Piſhop of Chalcedon. 


hath init all that that name is given to ſignifie ; but 


(ſaith he) heere,vecanſe the thing, that ts, the boay, foqune _ 


| : / itwas the cf- 
appeares,not anſwering perfectly toits name, this (enriall forme 


aame bod y Cannot be atiributed to it without ſome 


5 without the accidentall forme whereta it uſually 
kindeof impropricty,andthen concludes theſpeech 


withall I muſt needes rell the gentleman ( by 
his leave ) he is much miſtaken in the ground or 
reaſon of theimpropriety whichhe admits inthe 
predication. Forthe bread is not thercfore im- 
properly called Chriſts body, becauſe ( as he mif- 
interprets S. C{#guftize) our Saviours body in 
the Sacrament 1s not viſible and extended as other 
bodies are, ( for this were to create him ſuch a 
body as he hath not; and to feigne. it ſuch a prc- 


ſence as would excced faith, as well as reaſon ) 


but therefore is there a figure required in this 
propoſition,( Thi ix my beay ) becauſe properly 
ir cannot be verified that the bread is the body 
whichit ſignifies; but by reaſon of the pacionall 


\ Sacramentall vnion betweene the figne, and 


the body which it ſignifteth; the one may be 
called by the other, and this is no new figure, 
but an uſuall Sacramentall metonymy, in which 
the name of the thing ſignified is given to the 
ſigne; and ſo the figne is called that which it 


ſignifteth; as Circumciſton is called the Cove- 


nant, the Paſcall Lambethe Paſſeover, and Bap- 
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to be figurative, in reſpect of the matter alſo, poſeduhe 

111 #1 fs : 4 | 5 name In 
which 5s 2 poſition, I will willingly yeclde: But ,,;z, tame; 


riſme regeneration ; your fimile of Ice is quickly Pg.8g; 


melted: No Philoſopher would denyitto be wa- 


terand no wiſe man bid onedrinke it, Whatſocver 
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the exteriour ſhape be it hath the true eſſence of 
water, and therefore is ſo. If you would per- 
ſwade that Tce is not water, you muſt goe where 
Ice 1s not ſo common, heere every boy can tell 
you its but waterſ#tled ſo,and congealed through: , 
the coldneſſe of the Aire: which difolved by the 
heate of the fire, is againe uſefull cither ro drinke 
or waſh. So here eyery punie can tell you that 
bread ſeeme onely bread to- the eye, and in ſub! 
ſtance be nothing clfe; yet in irs ſpiricualluſeand 
ſfignification its the body of our Saviour: notthar 
Chriſts body is preſent under the accidentall 
tormes of the clement, though it be therewith: 
ſpiritually eaten. This I confeſſe to: be a myſterie 
but if you demand what it is; Ile anfwer you as 
Ofavins did Cecilizes, when he expeted to heare 
him deſcribe what God ivas; * Nobrs { ſaith he) ad 
intelleFum pettus anouſtum eſt, &+ 1d fic deum 
dignt eſtimamus dum in eſtimabilem dicimus : mag 
nitudinem dei qui ſe putat noſſe, minuit, qui non 
wult minnere, non novit; Onr underſtaings are 
like our breaſts, but narrow + and therefore they 
onely. we conceive of God arrght, when wee con- 
feiſe him ts be inconcetveable, Hee who thinkes 
he comprehends the greatucſſ? of God, detradts 


from his greataeſſe ; hee who will not derogate from 


him muſt confeiſe hee knoweth him not So if 
you expeRtto heare exadtly whar t':is myſtery is, 
I anſwer it is a myſterie, and if I could perfe. 
ly diſcloſe irs ſecrets, and ſhew you what it were 


then twere no myſterie. And nowto make good 


my promiſe, I will runneover this learned ſetion: 


againc.. 
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In the 73. Page Door Smith ſaith, that a Fi- P4:7% 


gurative ſpeech ſeemes to have adjoynedunto it & 
certaine negation; but there is No negation 1n a 
fngurative ſpeech as figurative; ſave onely the ne- 
gation .of, or tranflation from the native ſignift- 
Cation, which helpes to confirme, what TI ſayd 
before, that a proper ſence and figurative areas 
much as native and not native, proper and nor 


proper. The page before he layd downethis Rule Pags 7h 


That a Propoſition is abſolutely and ſimplie to be e. 
fteemed proper or figurative,rather from the thing 
which it affirmeth, then from the manner ; Which 
Rule is ab{urd. For there 1s the ſame thing af- 
firmed in a figurative propoſition which is in a 
proper; and yet he layes downe that Rule pur. 
poſcly to find out whether ( This 7s my boay ) 
be a propcror figurative propolition. Heredes eff 
Vulpes, Herodes et callidus; I appeale to Maſter. 
Dotor, whether there be not the ſame thing af- 
firmed in both, and yet one propoſition is figu- 
rative, and the other propcr. But if1s his Lord- 
ſhip may be informed. A propoſition is then ft-. 
gurative when that word which is the predicate 
doth nor in its native, but a borrowed ſence ſig- 


nificthat which in re-agrees to the ſubjet: And 


that propoſition is proper, in which the predicate 
doth in its narive ſence ſignifie that thing which 
agrees to the ſubje& 3 Wherefore his Lordſhip 
granting Pag.74. that the ſpeech is figurative p, 
according to the manner mult give me leave to 
inferre, that Therefore it is abſolutely figurative; 
for no propoſition is figurative according to the 
thing ſignified as I have proved, but only in re- 
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1 25. An Apobogie for Doflor Featley 
| regard of the manner whereby it is ſignified - 
ſince proper and figurative ſpeeches may fignifie 
the ſame thingafter divers manners as appeares 
by my inſtance, Herodes eſt callidus, Herodes eff 

vnlpes. | 
+42.31.82.!.  $.F, Azainſt Doctor Featley his relation ſeekes 
to juſtifie that Anſiver of his Lords, Of 4 figure 
wixt of a figurative and proper action, for heſayth 
that the ſame ſpeech may be proper and figurative 
as a garment of a mingled colour is white and 
black: but let him kno w that it'1s not the ſame 
ſpeech, if either the ſignification, or the manner 
of ſignifying be changed : and then hoy it will 
bethe fame ſpeech being both figurativeand pro- 
| per Iknow not, vnleſſe a figurative fignificati- 
if on, and a proper ſignification be the ſame man=- . 
MI ner of fignifying,which I rthinke he will notgrant 
That there cannot-bs a proper and figurative 
ſenſe both in one and the ſame prepoſition I 
\ — , have proved already. Thar rhere are not two 
4 Þ Read my 10. Foſs FB Ag 4 1" ON 'Þ £ 
& 11P4zes lenſes a figurative and proper 1n one place ot . 
Scripture, I will now prove; becauſe the contro- 
verſie is concerning a place of Scripture, and 
heere I will infiſt'on that place which1s there ur- 
\Cor.15.44. ed byS.E. 1 Cor.i5. 44. 1t 15 (owne a naturall 
body it is rayſed a ſpiritual. Harth: that place a 
proper ſenſe and a figurative? If not why doth 
he inſtance in it to prove this propoſition, that 
4 a proper {ence and figurative may be in one pro- 
1; bt poſition 2 If the ſpeech betrue aſwell in the pro- 
I pre ſenſe, as inthe figurative, Why ſayth heinthe 
bi ſame Page that the Apoſtle rerme: the bodys ſpire. 
= tuall-in regard of the condition it ſhall have inthe 
It SE 0” AY reſurrection: 
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apainſi the Biſhop of Chalcedon: 77 
Reſurreiion thongh it conſiſt of matter ſtill, andby 
Corporeum differ from a Spirit anrinſtcally as 
much then as it doth now*® Which is very true, 
but it overthrowes-what he ſhould prove. For if 
the body ſhall not be intrinſecally a Spirit,as 
indeed it ſhall nor, then that place is'not-to be 
taken in a proper ſenſe afwellas a figurative,and 
conſequently this place proves notthattheremay 
be a proper and figurative ſenſein theſameſpeech: 
but it proves the cleane contrary, v2z : that it 
is to be underſtood in a figurative and therefore 
not'in a proper. Bur let us heare him on and 
wanton it thus. | 
| And as you cannot argne out of that place of $, 
Paul, it 7s a Spirituall body therefore it is a meere 
; ſpirit, or it 1s Spirituall body therefore it is not a 
body properly, erc. Neither need we your helpe 
Sir to frame our concluſion ;' but I will tell you 
what we can conclude againſt you, Tr is a ſpiri- 
tnal}l body in a figurative ſenſe, thercforeit is no 
ſpirite in a proper ſenſe, and 1o the figurative 
ſenſe excludes the proper, and in briefeit followes 
evidently, that this place whereon you deſcant 
being not to be taken in both ſenſes doth nor, 
prove what you promiſed Tz : that in the ſame 
ſpeech there isa figurative and proper ſenſe. When _ 
at thecloſe of this paſſage you conclude that The P-2.52- 
eſſence of cating is not figurative; I pray againſt 
whom doe you conclude this ? Who ever dreamt 
that the eſſence of any thing was figurativezbur 
we ſay that the eflence of a thing may. be fi- 
gurativelyexprefled,or ſhaddowed, as when Chriſt 
tells usof earthly things:thatwe may belecye and 
- enjoy heavenly, F 3 But 


*& PA47-1,9.1, 
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An Apologie for DeAor Featley 
But beforeT leave your properimproper ſence, 
[ct me tell youthar as youare caſt by that place 
before -quoted,{o you xwill not be ableto demon- 
ſtrate that .other places of Scripture will beare 
both proper and figurative ſences. When Belar- 
mine and your Teſuites contend ordinarily, that 
there may be more then one literall ſencein one 
place of Scripture, they doe not in this queſtion 
oppoſe Literall to figurative. But Aquinas * ſhewes 
the meaning of ir, that it is the ſexce which the 
holy Ghoft intendes in any place. * Tohanpes de 
Razuſio doth moſt exadtly deſcribe it. Senſws 
literalis Sacrarum ſcriptwrarum principalis eſt ile, 
non quem litera pretendit,ſed quem anthor earum 
ſerlicet Spiritns Santis intendit. Patet exempla- 
riter in ſenſu parabelico five Figurato, qui ſub bs. 
terall ſenſu rontinetur: nam in hujuſnodlocutions- 
bus parabolicis ; per voces ſirnificatur aliquidpro- 
prie & aliquid figurative;nec eft Literalis ſenſas 
zpſa figura, ſed id quod eſt figuratum:ſic enin cun 
ſcriptura nominat Dei brachium, non eſt literalis 
ſenſus, quod in deo fit membrum huinſ 04! corps- 
vale quod Spirits eff Demsvt airitur Toannis 4. ſed 
:4quod per hus membrum ſirnificaturs ſcilicet vis 
perativa.Inwhich wordes you ſee the literal [ence 
hcre containes under ir, that which we ordinarily 
call the Literall{enſe and the figuraciveal ſo: chere 
may beſome doubr of theie woris. 
In hnjuſmodi locationibus parabolicis ' prrvoces 
ſeamficatur aliquid proprie al:>quid Fignrative, 
bur he interprets himſelfe by his inſtance, thar he 
meanes it of the words taken in chemſclyes that 


they have a porper-ſence and figurative, hs 


abainfl the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
uſed inparables they have onlya figurative ſenſe;as 


this ſpeech Dez brachium muſt not betaken accor. 
ding to the properſenſe, but the fizurarive and ſo it 


is inall otherfigurativeſpeeches,T wil let Belarmine 


alone to confute both himſelfeand S.E.with his 
own definition of the litcrall ſence of Scriprure, 


whichrunnes thus. Senſus Literalis eff quem Yerba 


immediat? prefernnt, or rather ( as Chamier cor. 
retes him) pre ſe ferunt immediate; mark? thats 
F will only aske him whether the ſame words 
can Immediatelly f1gnifie properly and figurative- 
ly or more direly againſt Be/zrmize: whether 
there can be twoſenſes,and both Immediate ; there 
may as well be duo prima, as dwo. Immeditata. 1 
leave this point onely thus:. That though the 
fame words may have two ſenſes and figurative, 


yet the ſame propoſition cannot, cauſe mods 242.80. 


ſignificands non mutatur ſine mutatione propoſitio- 
zts as-before ; and laſtly in that placein which 
they are uſed figuratively they cannot be taken 


properly. And therfore where our Do@orexcepts 


againſt his Lordſhips proper figurative ſpeech, 
faying, it is juſt as one ſhould ſay a whiteblacke 


colour; you S.E.donotanſwer him fully, when 


you Rerort; rhata mixt ſpeech is as if one 
ſhonld ſay a mingled colour, you ſhould firſt 
have proved that there may be a mix: p:opofi- 
tion;and thatasa garment may conſiſt of divers 


colours, ſo a propoſtion may have divers fizni- 


fications and divers manners of lignifying, and 
yet remaine the ſame; which 1 haye ſhed can- 


not be; If you would have bin ſo valorous, as. 


to-have ſaydthat the ſame coloar may be both 


blacke 


Fd 


41 Apologie for Doflor Featley 
blacke and white, and have proved it fo, then I 
ſhould haye thought it .poſſible for you to per- 
{wade a Scholler,that the! ſame propoſition may 
be both figurative and proper, tillthen, 


Sine ſpe prade mnraris in ſcopuls, 


Perren.Satyr, In the 85. Page, S.E., takes upon himto ſheyy 

Paget Fo how it comcs about, that there is after his Con- 

ſtructiona figure intheſe words ( This is my body) 

He layes doivne for a ground that poſition of 

 eAriftotle( as I inde him quoted in his mar. 

« L,1.Perih, gent ) * 7& ty T4.pavn re v ty TH Lox nabyucaroy oouboke, 
Gels . . 

Yoces ſunt -ſigna conceptuum, Let him give 

Smiglecins leave to interprets voces ſunt ſigna 

manifeſtativa conceptnuum, hoc eſt indicant concep- 

tus, non ſignificant ut, furs ignem, hedera appenſa 

winum vendivile:Sed ſunt ſirna Suppoſitiva rerum, 

quia ut in ſupputatione caiculis pro pecuntjs,#ta in 

|  diſputatione, wverbis pro rebus ntimur, and a little 

©, atter * hac vox conceptus ſignificat conceptum men- 

[7 —_ tis per modum. rei, and ſome fow words Interpo- 

G1 ſed, prins ſiznificatur res, & ex ſignificatione ret 

BY innoteſcit conceptus, and againe Yoces (1gnificant 

res immediatc quia inter vocem & rem nihil aliud 

mediat quod ſygnificatur, concepts enim eſt 

medins non tanquam ſignificatum Vvocis, ſed tan- 

quam efficiens ſ1gnificationem. And laſt of all 

wvoces ex impoſitione ſunt ſeguna rerum, voces natu- 

rales animalinm ( quales ſunt gemitus & boatms(ſig- 

nificant paſſiones animi, non ad modnm nomrmnun 

ſed eo ſignificandi modo quo effetFus ſignificat ſuam 

cauſam. And if you be at leaſure take Ru#70 his 

_____ Comment 


mainſ} the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
Comment, * woces ſunt COnceptiiun ſrgntficative 
tautum, n0n ſuppoſitive ; Rerum vero Significative 
ſimul + ſuppoſutive - VOCes ſtgmficant conceptus 
immediate ut Quo, & iaeo minus principaliter ; 
res immediate ut quod, && iato principaliter, 
Having ſhewne you the interpretation of your 
owne men, I will goe forward by your good 
leave S.E, to try your dexteritie in Philoſo- 
phic. You lay Words doe ſignifie conceptions, 1 
would have you know,that there 1s a greatdeale 
of difference betweene Conceptio and Concepts, 
but we will not wrangle about words ; you de- 
tine conception to be an Image repreſenting the 
thing we thinke on, where dy Image you meane 
not 1mazo qia, the ipecies, but Imago que, ver- 
bum mentis, as the Reaacr may gucile by that 
which followes. 
. This Image our underſtanding makes together with 
the ſpecies of the thing, and afterwards you tcll 
us how the ſpecies thoſe ſpecies,which together with 


Anna Prop on 


* In L. tperib. 
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q.VHica, 


Pag.86, 


the underſtanding concurre to the framing of Ver- 
bum mentts,are ſent into the minde or underſtan- . 


ding by way of ſenſe, but youare deceived, thoſe 
ſpecies which concurre with the underſtauding 
to frame Yerbum ments are ſpecies intelligibiles, 
and the obje& ſends no ſpecies into the eye or 
any other ſenſe, bur ſenſible ſpecies; and thoſe 
ſenſible ſpecies are notſentintothe underſtanding 
by way of ſenſe, you {end them thitherby way 
of non-ſenſe. 


In this ſame page there followes an excellent 


peice of Philoſophie, of which I cannot with 
out great injuric to poſteritte. enyie aming Sc 
"ogy ru ER to wg þ SEL  Gght, 
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ſight. That which preſents it ſelfe to the eye 1s net 
the pare eſſence or quidaitic of 4 thing. as they 
ſpeake in Schooles,it 15 an extended coloured thing, 
which thing we doe ſee and( conceave ) and name, 
agreeing that ſuch or ſuch a word ſhall be in ſpeech 
a ſigne of it. And doe they in the Schooles in- 
deed fay that we doe conceive a man as we ſee 
him, not in the pure eſſence and Quiddity of a 
man, but as an extended and coloured thing 2 
and doe we agreethat this word ( man) ſhall be 
a fienc of that extended, coloured thing ? ifnor, 
why doc you purin that word { conceived)? why 
do youinſtance ina man in the following words? 
Looking on a man wee conceive in our minde his 
fignre,colour ec. ( Yon had neede put in &c. re- 
preſenting all in one Image, wee ſubordinate ( as a 
ſrgne of it and of its object alſs\ this word man, 
Now I perceive you dreame that the ſenſible 
Objeas come into the underſtanding, which 
makes you tell us of an- extended coloured thing 
conceived. And now we will not have you looſe 
your conception as you call it. Firſt heare what 
your owne words ſay, this word man ſignifies 
A man us a thing not 1n his pure eſſence & quidaitie 
( as they ſpeake in Schooles ) but an extended colou- 
red figured thing &c. Ts not this a pretty brat 
of your own conception,and layd at the Schooles 
like a baſtard,to ſee who will father it 2 cither 
bluſh your felfe or give me leaye to laugh. TI 
thought before that all that this name / Homo ) 
doth import were Animal Rationale,ſureTam the 
definition doth anſwer perfetly to the definitum 
and 1s exaQly true without reſpeR had to colour 
or 
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or figure which you flatly denic in your 87 Page 
ſaying, that 4 man without colour or quantitie 
aoth not anſwer perfectly to the name. Yo then we 
will be bcholding to you for p-rfeing the de- 
finition of a Man thus. Hows oft Animal Quan. 
tum, > coloratur 54s good as that of Plato homo 
ef Animal bipes && implume). And as the Phi- 
loſopher pur a Cocke with his feathers pluckt off, 
into Plato his Schoole and cried, Ecce Homo Pla- 
conicys; ( which made Plato adde, latis ungnibus 
to his definition, as S.E. hath putin &c. far to 
bring in ſome ſuch addition) ſo might we puta 
Picture of 2 maninto yours and crie( Ecce homo 
Ieſuiticirs), becauſe you will be content withthis 
definition ( Homo ct quid quartum © coloratum) 
ſince as you ſay before Pg. 86. Man Is not 


conceivedin his pure efſeace er quiddity, but colour 


and quantity, CAnd you adde that without colour 
and quantitie the name is not perfectly auſwerable 
zo the intellectual Imaze,as if the underitanding 
did conceive man as coloured ; you muſt cons 
ccive eſſe celoratum is the proper object of the 
ſenſe of ſeeing, and therefore cannot be the 
obje& of the underſtanding formally, © qua ſic; 
beſides the man 1s not affeted with colour 7x 
genere or Specie whom you ſuppoſe we looke on, 
and the underſtanding doth not conceive any 
particular colour, but Colour iz genere or ſpecte'as 
abſtracted ab hoc e&+ iſto colore in particulari. Againe 
if the name of (Homo) fignitie colour what colour 
is ( Homo) I pray? It may be you can tell me 
what colour Peter was of; ten to one but you 
have a ſacred Relique of his . haire, but as for 
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An Apologie for Doflar Featley 
( Homs) if you ſay he was white, then ſay I a 
blacke man is no man, if blacke, then a white 
man is not perte&ly a man ; for Pag. 87. you ſay 


2t doth not anſwer to its name without colour: Þ 


belceve by this you confefſe your flip, and will 
vive that anſwer Homo an ſit albus an ater neſcis. 
But I am fo taken with your Philoſophy that 
I muſt needes repeate it once more, The name 
( Man) without quantity or colour doth not anſwer 
perfettly to the intelleFuall Image, therefore ſay yo, 


it cannot be attributed without impropriety, way it 


3s net exactly true, Hence firſt Iconclude directly 
againſt you zthus: Chriſts body is not bread in 
quantity and colonr, thereforeit 1s not exactly 
true, that the bread is his body without impro- 
Prietiez andtherefore properly it is falſe. For what 
1s not true without impropriety in the proper 
ſenſe is falſe, and therefore there are not two 
ſenſes of theſe words, or they are not true in a 
proper and figurative ſenſe. Secondly, let me 
tcl] you, that a propoſition is not ſayd true or 
falſe becauſe it is anſwerable to-the intellectual] 
Image, ' but anſwerable to the thing. What if a 
man were ina Bearesskinne? he would neither 
in colour or ftgure appeare to bea man, and yet 
were not this word { Homo) truely applyed to 
him, becauſe you conceived him a Beare. Laſtly 
I have ſhewed that your owne Smzizlecins and 
Ruwio tell you,that words are no more anſiwera- 
ble to conceits then ſmoke to fire, and will you 
fay then that the ſmoke 1s not a true ſigne of fire 
becauſe it doth not burne or looke red ? or will 
you. ſay that an Ivy buſhis not a figne that wine 
IS. 
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is to be ſold there, becauſe you cannot ſucke 
Sacke, Claret, and White wine out of an Ivy 
leafes for you ſay that the figne ſhould containe 
all things that the thing ſignified hath in it : and 
your owne men tell you, that FYoces ſunt ſrena 
conceptunm, ut fumas 1gnis,& hedera appenſauint 
vendibilis, S.E. in his 98. Pag. is reckoning up P4495 
| the words of the Fathers, which they uſe in the 
Euchariſt, calling it 4» Image, Antitypc, and a 
fienre,which ſpeeches ſayth he we not underſtanding 
many times object againſ# them.But he takes upon 
him to tutour us better, and. goes on to give the 
reaſon why the Fathers uſe thoſe ſpeeches, his 
words are theſe ( The reaſon of all is, becauſe our 
Savionrs body and bloud have not their naturall,but 
a Sacramentall manner of exiſtencie,which manner 
of exiſteucy or being # not the proper being of ſuch 
things, In which words doth he not diredly 
grant that Chriſts body is not properly in the 
Sacrament? and doe we not rightly urge you 
with thoſe ſpeeches of the Fathers? yer ſee in 
the 99. Paze what he inferres, And the formes un- 
der which they be, doe ſiznifie ( and therefore are 
ſognificative ) the ſame as exiſtent in their proper 
forme, I pray how can that being which 1s nor 
proper ſignifie the ſame with the proper manner 
of being? Nay I appeale to himſelfe in the 87. 
Paze where he ſayth,that A thing nor being in its 
naturall manner of exiſtency wherein that kinde of 
ſubftance doth appeare to ſenſe, doth not anſwer 
perfeetly to its name,nor the intelleFuall image 
whereof the nar:e s a ſjgvezand yet here he aiirmes 
the cleane contrary, that a thing which exiſtes 
» nx econ ono "G2. | noe 
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An Zpologie for Doftor Feattey 
19t inits proper manner ſignifies the ſame as, if 
it were cxiſtent in its proper manner. I will only 
lay, oportet mendacem eſſe memorem. 1 the mar. 
2cnt. S.F, hatha learned note which I dcfire the 
Reader to take notice of, It is on theſe words 
doe ſignifie and therefore are ſignificative, waich 
he thus expounds.. It is all one to fignific ana ts 
ve ſignificative : {0 thar according to his interpre- 
ration his words runne thus, they doc ſignitte the 


fame and therefore doe fienific the ſame. As if 


it were enough to plead his fancie to juſtifie his 
opinion, If he be in love with this device of his 
owne, we will pardon his doting, but if heſeeke 
to winne others affeions toit, he ſhall doe well 
to give better reaſons for their liking of it, then 
like a woman, to ſay it is ſo, and thereforeit is 
{o. After a great deale of time -miffpent to 
prove by the aſſent of divers Authours both of 
his owneand our fide,that there is a figurein the 
propoſition, This is my body, ( which is that 
which we defire ) hee preſently accuſeth our 
denying the Dodrine of Tranſubſtantiation 
( which our holy obſtinacie he termes Herefte ) 
of novelty ; and ſayes we owe our opinton te 
Berengarizs.Firſt I marvaile you are notaſhamed 
to hear of Berengarine, fince you are aſhamed 
£0 owne the. Conteſſtion which one of your Popes 
enzoyned him:upon which recatancion, fo groflely 
determining the queſtion of rhe real! preſence, 
your glofles ſince have wiſely caſt ſtrained ex« 
poſitions, and that as they confeſle * Nift ſant in- 
telligas verba Berengarij,in majroem incides here- 
ſim quam ipſe habuit, Leaſt men underſtanding 

| Berengarims 


Ll 
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Berengarizs his words according to their true 
meaning,ſhould runneintoa grofſerhereſiethen he 
before his recantation upheld. Next, you falſely 
begin our Tenet at Zerexgarins; whereas wee 
ground our Doctrine on Chriſts inſtitution, and 
confirme our cuſtome by the interpretation and 
example of the Apoſtles; in which we erre not 
from the ancient primitive Church: but con- 
trarily your Tranſubſtantiation js eaſily convicted wo Ov 
as of abſurdity ſo of Noveltic. It was athing not Ma Fraps * 4 47 
knowne or taught for 1215. yeares after Chriſt; p.573. And he FM 
untill that packe Counccll ( or rather conventi- og Ts [710 
cle) of Zaterar broachr it z which by its abettors ciationtobe | Wd 
hath ſince bin defended with as many errors and Y _— Wl 
abſurd pretexts as there have bin minutes of time *O9 \ 
ſince the firſt forming of it. * One of you own « cajeras. 
Cardinalls confeſſeth,that ſeclnding the authoritie 
of the Church, there is nothing in ſcripture co- 
attive for its entertainement, Scotus ( ſaycs 
* one)»egat doctrinam de converſione > Tranſub-* Henriq.l,5.c. 
ſtantiatione eſſe antiquam ; denicsthis Do@rine to 3 
be ancient. And though your Church having 
over-borne Berengarins did authoriſe it, yet all 
Churches were not of your opinion. Thar the 
Churches of .Aſiaand the __ Churches diſ- EF: - 
ſented, the laſt Seſſion: of the Councell of* x/;.. "Reader | bi 
: ; | ; may. - vel p 
rence ſhall be my witnefſe. 479, 1439. Since ,onmemar if 
therefore our dotrine is founded on the Scripture B/#5 would +11 
and may thence formally be deduced; yours oe RT ue. 
hath no other foundation then Eccleftaſticall Tra- berranflaned — Wl 
dition, ours is more ſafely entertained ſince ours Trobe» 1,08] 
isnot contradicted by antiquity ; yours was not” ; 
taught by any ancient Councell or Churchfor KM 
| {ot oo 
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4A3 An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
many- hundred yearcs; but hath many adverſe 
paſſages in Antiquirie which repugne it zThis im- 
poſition of herefte and novelty may ſafely be re- 
rorted. 

Whereas therefore you ſay Berengarizs broachr 
our hereſ1e: I ſay your Tranſubſtantiation is no 
better then the coynage of the Monke Dama- 
ſcen, toſtered atter by ſome furious ſpirits, but 
moſt {trongly and learnedly oppoſed by ALart- 
roſuus Scotus, Rabanus, Bertram, this Berengarins, 
and many others, till the Papacie growne potent 
the Zateras tation gave itpaile,tince whenmany 
holy and zealous Champions have fincerely, 
ſtrongly, and unanſ{werably impugned it. Whoſe 
writings which cannot perſwade, will indge their 


Adverlſaries. 
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$hewes how S$. Auſtin mght ſay Tudas recerved the 
price of our Redemption, & yet not hold a carnall 
manducation.” Thats, Bernard puts a difference 
betwixt the ſignes, and the things ſirnified,affir- 
ming non to Communicate the thing ſignified, but 
the worthy receivers. | 


13 


Pag.to0s Ke. "TT YHIS SeRion ( having nothing ney 1n it) 1s 

7 calily anſwered out of the former. 
S.E. Makes a great noyſe with the Caper- 
naitical ſtraine,asifit differed from their Carnall 
| | eatc 
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 -againſt the Bihopof Chalcedon: 49. 
eating, but I referre the Reader for ſatisfaRtionto 
Door Featley his conference, which unanſwera- 
bly convincestheir ſhiftes of weaknes &obſtinacy, - 

To thar part of the ſetion where he miſtakes 
S. Auſtin to maintainea Corporall eating : when P44.10:6: 
he affirmes that 1#dzs received the price of our 
redemption; not by his faith;for that was ſhut, he 
being reprobated,thereforeinto his body. 

TI anſwer. thatthere are two kindes of eating itt 

the Sacrament, one both corporall and -ſpirituall, 
- whercin the body feedes on the outward Elee 
ments corporally, whiles the ſoule receiveth the 
true body and blood of Chriſt by faith; the 0. 
ther onely corporall, wherein the Receiver parta- 
kes onely the outward figne and not the body 
1ignified ; ſo I ſay 1udas received the laſt way on- 
ly and not the firſts though his faith had ſhue 
out Chriſts body,yet his mouth was opento let 
.downe the Sacrament of his body; He( asall the 
wicked )reccived Panem Domini the bread of the 
Lord Sacramento tenus, according to the viſible 
ſigne; the other Eleven (as allthe faithfull ) did 
alſo revera indeed partake Panem Dominum of 
bread which wasthe Lord. 

S. Bernard (though in this and many other * Bern. 
things he is your friend in many 'places puts a *® __ 
difference betwixt * Sacramentum the viſible ſigne # De vite/d. * 
& rem ſacramentithething ſignified. Sacramentum (gun & 
 enins ſine re Sacramenti mors eft ſumenti affirming E 
it to be no lefſe then deathto take that without 
this. But ſaith he Rem Sacraments nemo percipit 
#if dignus & idoners ; None but the worthie and 
| fit receiver communicates of the thing ſignified 
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An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
in the Sacrament. The wicked * Cum 1ud; Pro. 
ditore venenum accipinut, with the Traytour 7. 
Aas eate and drinke their diſtruction. Thus 
whiles you ſeeke bodily to. eate your Saviour 
you like -# ſops Fox, lickethe outſide of the Rocke 
butſucke not out the hony. You feede on branne, 
in ſtead of Corne. Itis the faithfull heart which 
is only fit to entertaine ſo heavenly a gueſt ; Zife 
up your heads O yeegates,and be yee lift up 0 yee 
everlaſting doores, and the King of glory jhall 
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Declares S. Auſtin 79 bee for owr Tenet, How the 
ſame thing cannot be ſaydto repreſent or be like it 
ſelfe. The exterionr forme of the elements is not 
to repreſent Chrift crucified, but the aftions 
exerciſed on them, are to repreſent his paſſion, 
What Relation i betwixt Ehriſts body and the 
elements What is meant by (This in this prope. - 
fition( This is my body.) 


N this Section ſo farre as DoRor Sm7th, & his 
Antagoniſt argue; if you peruſethe places there 
Cited, you ſhall finde the Arguments (though ſo 
mincingly here produced ) unſatisfted ; where you 
are forced toput a tricke on Door Featley, and 


make him confeſſe againſt Gratiay, leaſt his Lord 


_ -prar: Amiſhip- ſhould benon-pluſt, I cannot but pitty ſuch 


{tender policy; but for ſatisfaRtion concerning. 
ki RS Gratiay 


? 
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Gratian,if you but pleaſe to read Door Featley 
on another occaſion, you ſhall finde him in ſtead 
of veelding that Gratian contradicts himfelfe, 
provethat-he oppugnes your Tranſubſtantiation. 
Howſoever I have no reaſon to examine what his 
verdictin this cafeis pro or cox, becauſe my Lord P4g.119e , 
of Chalcedoy ( following Bellarmine) hathexceps 


ted againſt his Authority, 
That ſong which hee and many otherby S.F. 
is bronght 1n, to voice it for Tranſubſtantion; p,g,crx) 
what mulicke ſoevyer it hath in it ſelfe; [am ſure 115. 
if it be taken as a defcant on S. Awegnſtine it is 
naught but diſcordes. For its notes will no way 
conſent with that which 1s pretended to be the 
Baſe of itz S. ©1uſtzns part is thus * $7 Sacra- « gyyyp. 
menta quandam ſimilitudinem earum rerum:quarum Ev.23. 
Sacramenta ſit, non haberent, omnino Sacra- nt: 
mento non e(ſent ; ex hacautem ſimilitudine pleriin- 
que etjam ipſarum rerum nomina accipiunt z ſiqut 
ergo ſccundum quendam moaum Sacramentum Cor- 
pores Chri#i, corpus Chriſtt eſt, Sagramentum ſan- 
ainis Chriſti, Sanguis Chriſti eſt, ita Sacramen- 
tum fides, fides eſt. It therewere no ſimilitude,, 
betweenethe Sacraments and thoſethings wher-,, 
of they were Sacraments, they were no Sacra-,, 
mentsat all ; but by reaſon of this ſimilitude, for., 
the moſt part they have the name of the very,, 
thing given them. As therefore after, a certaine,, 
manner the Sacrament of Chriſtsbody is Chriſts,, 
body,the Sacrament of Chriſtsbloud,is Chriſts,, 
bloud, ſo the Sacrament of faith, is faith; what,, 
one note is there in this peice which-can be a, 
concord to Tranſubſtantiation. His dryttis here,, 
toſhew the neere affinitie, and relation berweene,, 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley. 
the fignes and the things fignified ; by reaſon of 
which pa@ionall and Sacramentall union there 
is a donation of the thing ſignified. with the- 
fgnes worthily received. Shew me one ſentence- 
in S Auſtin directly arguinga ſubſtantiall change 
or of a receipt of meere accidents of bread and 
wineinthe Sacrament, and then fing on: tillthen, 
put up your pipes,or elſe runne your diviſion on 
{ome other ground. 
After this ſucceedes a diſcourſe wherein( fal. 
ling into his old tune) S.Z.. propoſeth to ſhew 
how the ſamething can repreſent it ſe[f:and conſe- 
quently tharthe body in the Euchariſt repreſents 
it ſelfe upon the Crofle. I have anſwered before 
in what reſpec the ſame thing may be ſayd to 
repreſentit ſelfe; but if I had not, your margent 
would helpe me out, where you inſtance in 
Manna thus. The. Manna as kept in the CArke 
was 4 ſrgne of it ſelfe as it fellin the Deſert, 
And will yon conclude from hencethat Manna 
did repreſent it ſelfe, PraySir, be perſwaded that 
between the thing repreſented and thething repre- 
ſenting,thereis fimilitude, butthe ſame thing is not 
like ir ſelfe &therfore doth not repreſent it ſelfe, 
T hat the ſamething is like it ſelfnegativelyT grant, 
hoc eſt , non eſt ſibi diſſimile ; but that itis poſitively 
like it ſelfe Ideny ; but there is poſitive ſimilirude 
required betweene the thing poſitively repreſen- 
ting & the thing poſitively repreſented. Now Sir, 
concerning things poſitively alike, hope you'le 
not deny but that thatCanonis of undoubred truth 


- ew 
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ſelfe, the ſame thing then is not theſame, nor it , pxod.16 / 


ſelfe. Now to examine your inſtance of Mavra. 32 
We read that Manns was layd up inthe Arke, 
as a memoriall. to the ſucceeding generations 
that they might ſee the bread wherewith' God: 
fed their Fathers in the wilderneſle; So Manna 
was only a figneof Gods goodneſſe,and power; 
not a ſigne of it ſelfe: it was a teſtimonie of the 
truth of the Hiſtorie to thoſe ſucceeding gene- 
rations. Would not thinke you after ages have 
hardly beleeved that Manna: was: their Fathers 
food, if a Prieſt ſhould in their ſight have taken 
up ſome dew, and by vertueofthele words,This 
7s Manna, ſay,he had truly Tranſubſtantiated it 
into Manna, if it had neither the Colour, figure, 
nor taſtof Coriander ſeeds? 


W here you propotle to frame and anſwer an Pae.1 


objection againſt your diſcourſe, in my opinion, 
you bring in 2 very ſtrange concluſion which 
runnes thus (Wherefore the body in the Euchariſt 
cannot repreſent it ſelfe upon the Creſſe ) for firſt 
when our Saviour ſpake theſe words ( This is my 
body) his body had not bin on the Croſſe, but it 
did aſſure them that he would give his body to 
be ſpirituall meat; and in the inſtitution bread 
and wine for after uſe to be ſi2n4'Commemora- 
tiva, Doe this in remembrance of me : they did it 
notthen in remembrance. but in confidence,then 
the breaking of the bread was a ligne that his 
body ſhould be broken on the Crofle. Second- 
ly afterthe Prieſtes conſecration you ſay Pag.122. 
they are ſigna Corportis Chriſti preſentis, Now give 
me leave to azke you, was Manna in the Arke a 
YO ORE RET” * -PODD 
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ſigne that Manna was in the Are ? if nor, then 
this inſtance proves not that Chriſts body pre- 
ſent in the Sacrament is a {1gne that it is preſent 
in the Sacrament: and you urge not our objecti- 
on home, when you conclude that Chrifts body 
inthe Euchariſt is a figne that ir was on the 
Crofle. For you ſhould ſhew that Chriſts body 
in the Euchariſt is a {1gne that it js in the Eu- 
chariſt,that you may make good rtheſey ords, 
They are ſigna Corports Chriſti preſextis, Burt I 
muſt beware how I ſlight this Doctrine, for you 
pretend Goſpell for it; 'ris not hard ſay you, ſup- 
poſing the DBocrine of the Goſpell,to conceive 
how the ſame thing may repreſent it ſelfe. Pray 
give me leave to put downe your Goſpell as it 
followes. One and the ſame thing being in tw 
ſewerall formes 6y the one may repreſent it ſelfe as 
iathe other. Js this Goſpell? I beleeve not,and 
therefore will be, fo bold as to impugneit. And 
firſt Tmuſttellyou that if one andthe ſamething 
can be in ſeverall formes, one forme may repre- 
ſent the other, but the thing repreſentsnot it ſclfe 
which is that which you are to prove. Secondly 
I muſt remember youthat Pag.87. you will have 
Chriſt, by a ſupernaturall power and meanes to be 
without that exteriour accidentall forme which ax- 
ſwers to the intellettsall Tmage, ( For I know not 
to whom you ſhould apply it) otherwiſe that 
ſublime diicourſe is impertinent, and Pag.88.and 
89. you ſtrive to ſtretch it to Chriſt appearing 
in the Sacrament :But if he be there without an 
exteriouraccidentall forme,then doth he notin 


one forme repreſent himſelfe in another. Third- 


E\ *Ra 4 


ly, the forme of bread and fleſh are not orie( as 
you grant in many places) repreſentative and 
therefore you admit improprietie and figure in 
thoſe words: and you ſay, The body is not there 
in its owne forme and ſhape. Pag.84. it isthere Pe.84. 
then ( ifany way) in another ſhape andfo is dil- 
guiſed there, but a body diſguiſed in another 

ſhape dothnot repreſent it ſelfe in. its own ſhape. 

To which purpoſe reade your owne quotation of 
Cardinall Alex in your. 93. Pag. where he makes Pag. 933 
the body truly diſguiſed; Being out of all aaturall . 
Conditions and ſenſible properties agreeing to ſuch 
a name,and endued with ftrange accidents;although 
it keepes its ſubſtance, yet becauſe it wanteth the 
conditions of ſwbſifting, which together with a ſub- 
ſtance. come to the ſenſe and conceipt of man, and 
are comprehended under the proper name,jt almoſt 
Looſeth its proper name, From which wordsI thus 
argue, if Chriſts body cometothe conceite of a 
man under ftrange accidents, ſo that it almoſt 
loole its proper. name, then the exteriour forme 
of bread 1s nor repreſentative the exteriour forme 
of the body --the conſequence is firme, becauſe 
then thoſe ftrange accidents would repreſent 
Chriſts-body after the ſame manner, as the na- 
turall accidents which your Cardinall and your 
ſelfe by conſequence deny. Surely, as I takeit,the 
Colour of bread repreſents-nothing naturally but 
bread, and if it have any other fimilitude impoſed 
by inſtitution( which you cannot prove) youneed 
not flie toa figure but to the inſtitution ; and if 
the colourof breadrepreſent true bread, why do 
you not call itthe ſigne of bread, rather then the 
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An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
the figne of Chriſts body which the colour and 
figure of bread repreſent not ? Laſtly, the exteri- 
our forme of breadis notto repreſe nt-Chriſt cru- 
Cified ; buttheaRion which is exerciſed upon the 
bread. Now thatbreaking of the bread is nor the 
ſigne of the body, but of the paſſion, and the paſs | 
fion is neither the bread nor the breaking of the 
bread, you ſhall prove both in the next Pag. The 


; breaking of it zs the paſſion non rerveritate, ſed fta- 


nificante myſterio. Therefore indeed and intruth 
it is not that which it figniftes,and therefore in- 
deed and in truth your Goſpell is falſe, and no 
Goſpell. Notlong after you quote Epiphenins 
againſt your Goſpell, ſaying,*hat rn exteriour forme 
there is no fimilitude betweene bread aud Chriſts 
body, therefore (ſay 1) they are not one repraſenta- 
tive, 

S.E. perceiving his Lordfhip brought into a 
ſtreight, if he be asked how the accidents of the 
bread can be called Celeffe Sacramentum, an- 
ſwers,that rhey be ſo called in reſpect cf our Savi. 
ours body which they cover. T thought beforethar 
nothing had bin a Sacrament in reſpect of co- 
vering, but rather ſealing, fignifying,exhibiting 
our Saviour; why doe you not make our Sayi- 


ours ſeameleſſe coate a Sacrament becauſe it co. 


vered his body ? Give me leave (now you are 
{uppoſing that we will aske queſtions) ta aske 
you this queſtion z when our Saviour ſayd 7hzs 
zs my bedy, did hemeane by (This )the ſubſtance 
of the bread or the accidents, or his body ? If 
the ſubſtance of the bread; then in the end of 


the propoſitionthe ſubjeR was vaniſhed, andtran- 


ſubſtantiated -. 


= 


- att WI 


a2ainſl the Biſhop of Chalcedon: 
fabſtantiated intothe predreate, ſorhat there was 
a-tranſubſtantiation of the propoſition alſo into 


a-ſ1mple terme; for { hoc )doth nat fignifie accor- 


ding to youtill the predfcare is in being; butthen 


there is no-propolition, the ſubjc& is gone. If 


by hoc you meane the Accidents of bread, then 
the meaning is Hec accidens eff Corpus mens Þ 
ſubſume, ſed hoc accidens non et ſubſtantia, erge 


Corpris menm non eſt ſubſtantia, It by ( hoc ) is not 


meant the accidents why doe you call that the 
Sacrament which hath reference'to our Saviours 


body by conſecration? For nothingalſo can be 


meant by (hoc) butthat whichis re ferred to our 
Saviours-body by conſecration. Whether by 
( hoc) be meant the body we ſhall trycanon, 

Methinkes you are muchtroubled to givea rea- 
ſon, why the accidents are called a heavenly Sacra- 
ent,2nd truely the more you labour thefarther you 
are from ſatisfying; take my opintonthat meere ac- 
cidents can neither properly nor improperly be 
called Celcſte Sacramentum in regard of their refe« 
rence to our Saviours body which you ſay they cover: 
but bread and wine may be and are ſo calledin 
regard of their myſterious uſe and ſignification, 
the reference unto that Cezleffiall tood which they 
are then made inftruments to iconyey unto us, 
gives them thar denomination, this and not the 
other makes the relation betyveene them heavyen- 
ly and extraorainary, 

Now you have my opinion, and becauſe you 
ſhall not ſay but that I have more reaſon then 
ſpleeneagainſt yours;youſhall heare me examine 
it, Theſe are thevery words.(T hey ) may be ſo calle 
in regard of their reference ts our Savionrs body 
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which they Cover, which reference is founaea in 4 


ſupernatural and heavenly attion, to wit, Conſecra- 


tiow, A relation you know takes nature or ſpecies 
from the teminuss the things which it relates unto, 
and from that which « ratio fundanat the reaſon 
of founding it, if thoſe be ſacred or heavenly, the 
relation is eſteemedſo too.) Here you make a rela- 
tion betweene the accidents of bread and Chriſts 
body by vertue of conſecration, and all theend 
is, that the-accidents may be called a heavenly 
Sacrament, In this Sacrament 'as you often 
ſay, he ſame thing i a figne of it felfe, Now 
vou cannot call theſe accidents Sacraments but 
becauſe they are {1gnes z neither can youlay they 
repreſent themfclyes, unlefle you will have thoſe 
accidents allo  Tranſubſtantiated into the body 
f Chriſt, Neither canthe body repreſent it {elte 
Er there muſt bea relation ({ince you put mc 
upon relations) betweene the body and it ſelfe, 
for there is a relation, inter fignum. & ſrgnatim, 
Which relation cannot be founded in the colour 
of bread,becauſe no relation is founded in qua- 
litie but rel/atio ſimilitydinis ; now the Colour of 


Aeth and blood is not alike, and ſo there can be 


no relation of fimilitude, betweene them - there- 
fore the relation muſp be founded inits ſelfe, and 
ſo there will be a Relation of Identity,and then 
I will appeale royour Swares whether that be any 
thing in &e, but onely a thing conceived by the 
underſtznding, which 1s not, it not conceived. And 
when conceived, is only, 1n aIeſuits doting head: 
Et acclaratnr in ea ldentitate qua altquis dicitur 
eſſe Idem ſivt ; nam (; hoc Relative ſnmatur & for- 
maliter, tantum aicit Relationem Rationis, ut ſumi- 
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againſt the Biſhep of Chalcedon. 
tur ex Ariſtotele ſupra, > eſt certa e&> Communis 
ſententia, quia ejuſdem ad [Sofom non poteſt eſſe 
relatia realt;, quia oportet veram eſſe oppoſitionem 
inter Relationem & terminim, que non poteſt eſſe 
ejuſden as feipſum, I hope you can engliſh it: 
Here you have eAriſftetles opinion, nay the 
common opinion, and Swares his reaſon, and if 
vou pleaſe ro wade further in him * he will granc 
vou that .1/;quid eft Tdem ibs negative, at ver 6 
{ine uila hnjuſmods Comparatione vel fictione intel 
leftins dicitar aliquid 1Idem fibi fandamentaliter {eu 
nezative, and fo much I haye granted you be- 
fore. I pray note theſe words, f/me Fidione, all 
Relations are figured wich are. betwecne the 
{ume and it ſclfe. Now tor the accidents fince 
you call them a Sacrament, though Zellarming 
ſay the ſame, yet in his traft of Sacraments in 
generall, he doth by conſequence deny it, where 


he hath theſe words * 1» Sacramentis omnibus. 


move legis inveniuninr Res,ut materia, (5 verha 
ut forma. Where in expreſſe rtermes he ſayth 
Panem eſſe Rem Euchariſtie. Tn the Sacrament 
there is nothing put matter aud forme. You ſce 
here by Be/armzne that the accidents are not c{- 
{entiall parts of Sacraments, much leffe then to 


*"Tom.t, 
Dijp.8 Seft.2. 


be called a heavenly Sacrament, cAzd when he 


ashes whether coaſecration ve a Sacrament, he 1ves 
this reaſon why it is not ſtrictly and properly a $4. 
crament. Non prout wel [Priftins accipitur pro (1TR0 

. ; 0 $8, ES HER; 4 
ret ſacre ſandtificantis animum, vel fericti [1me 
pro ſigns non tantum ſignificante ſed efficicyie 


etiam animme ſandtitatew : He ſaith indeed in the 
words immediately going before, that it may 
T 2 | DG 
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be a Sacrament, as Sacrament 1s taken pro 07; 
{reno reiſacre, which is a very large acception , 
and thar theſe accidents will not be Sacraments 
in that large acceptionas I-have ſhewed- before. 
Bur before I part with this diſcourſe I will give 
you foure reaſons. why I diſlike your opinion, 
which detends meere accidents to be called a. 
Sacrament, and would have that Relation be- 
twixt Chriſts body and: them produced by con- 
ſecration. Firſt,they are no frgnes, which Sacra- 
ments ought to be, for they onely fignifte 
bread naturally, and they have no- other {1gni- 
fication impoſed by inſtitution; for Chriſt in- 
ſtitvred that onely  to-ſignifie his body, which 
he blefſed;but he bleſſed nothing but bread, Erz0, 
Secondly, if they {ignifie his body, then that 
fignification is- impoſed by Conſecration, but 
the vzords of conſecration are (according to the 
Tenet) Hoc. eſt Corpus mers: where by ( hoc ) 
you dare not ſay is meant-the accidents,therefore 
the accidents cannot be called a Sacramentinthe 
largeſt ſenſe. Thirdly, whereas you ſay there is 
a Relation betweene the accidents andthe body 
which 1s founded in conſecration, I konw what 
you would inferre; viz : that the relations whicly 
are founded in ations have one of thetermes pro. 
duced by that a&tion,in which it is founded;but 
the accicentsare not produced,ergo thebody. To. 
prevent this I will prove in a word that the body 
15 not producible by conſecration. For nothing 
is producible which is already extra canſax - be- 
caufeit hath that already which other things have 
by production. Now.that the body of Chriſt. 


IS. 


6 


aoainft the Biſhop of Chalcedon! 

is preexiſtent to- conſecration, Iſuppoſe you will 
orant. Laſtly, Relations founded in aQtion are 
betweene the Agent and the terme produced by 
thar ation; as for example, the: relation be- 


tieene the Father and the Sonne, being founded 


in ation, the Agent is on terme, and the terme 


of the action({ wiz : the ſonne) is the otherterme 


of the relation: If then there be any Sacramen- 
tall relation founded in in the action of conſe- 
crating, and that ation doth produce the body, 
it muſt be betwcene the Prieſt and the body,nor 
betweene the accidents- and-the body.For the 


Prieſt is the Agent in reſpe& of conſecration. 


But if the body be not produced by conſecra- 
tion, thenthere is no relation betweene the body 
and any thing elſe founded in conſecration; be- 
cauſe thoſe relations which are founded in ation 
haue one of their termes produced by that action 


in which they arc founded. So much for Doctor 


Featlies Ilationagainſt your relation. 
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But before I-Ileave this Section, I muſt .recall P-g-117: 


S.E. to his 117. Page. Where he propoſing to 
ſhew how the ſame rhing may repreſent it ſelfe 
makes this-falſe ſuppoſition. That the ſame 1h- 


dividuall body is really preſent in the Euchariſt 


which did hang on the Creſſe. Which is in a man- 
ncr a begging of the queſtion, Moſt certaine 
it is that the Sacramentall ſtgnes and actions are 
the memoriall, and figure of no other body or 
paſſion then that of our Saviour onthe Croſle; 
but let him demonſtrate how that very body is 
aspreſent covered under the ſhapes and accidents 


| of bread and'wine at the Euchariſt, as it was on. 
BE... FED ; the. 
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An Apologie for Door Fearley 
the Croſfle, and Ile confefle there is ſome thing 
ſaid, Bur forſooth here I muſt beleeve more 
theneither mine eycs,hands or palat can warrant 
me; Igrant, that in matters of faich we ought 
nor depend on our ſenſes, but withall I am con « 
ftident that where there is no divine Revelation 
( but onely humane forgeries and ſuaſories) to 
warrant or per{wade my affent, T am not bound 
to goe againſt the evidence of my ſenſes. Nay 
if rhe ſenſe could erre; there being no ind:{po- 
{ition either in it ſelfe, the medium,or the object; 


*Luke 24-39. then Chriits argument ro the Apoltles to prove 


himſelfe no {pirir, grounded onthetryall of their 
ſenſes had beene infirme. Ile grant you that the 
outward f1gnes arc ſi27a Corporis preſentis (1gnes 
of-Chriſts body preſent after conſecration; "bur 
I deny that the body is preſent after the manner 
you define. Tis not there Corporally, but myſti- 
cally and Sacramenrally, and yet fo as belides the 
intelleuall preſence, thereis alſo a reall and ex- 
hibitive preſence in re{pz& of donation on Gods 
part, and reception on mans Part. 
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| Shewes that the various formes of ſpeech objetted 
uſed by the Fathers concerning the change which 


is wrought by conſecration argue not 4 ſ#b- 
antiall change, What an inſufferable opinion, 


S. E, holds of the Sacramentall bread, T hat the 
foxt 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon:. 6; 
fixt Chapter of Tohn cannot be underſtood of $4- 
cramentall bread. Their explication and appli- 
cation of ſome places of Scripture reformed. 

Their Adoration of the conſecrated Hoſt charged 

with Tdolatrie and their excuſes thereof diſabled. 

A full diſcourſe of Gods ommipotencie ſucceedes, 
Shewes how infirme their plea s from thente, 

Of Gods will the Rule of our faith.0f Chriſts multi- 
preſence or vbiquite.T he contraditions in Tran> 
[ubſtantitaion, Of Miracles and myſteries, That 

there is no ſuch inherent vertue in this propoſe 

tion ( This is my body ) as i pretended. That | 
diſcourſe which bids as heare out the prepoſition = 2 
before the change can be wrought, i proved $9- | | 
phiſticall, Tautslogie is juſtly layd to their charge. —_—_ 
The reporter 1ceres are proved groundleſſe aud 

retorted, 


ob LT _ - 
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He maine of the fifth Setion runnesto make P.s:124, 
it appeare that in this propoſition ( This #s 
my bedy theſubjedis not bread in ſubſtancebur 
by Tranſubſtantiation the very body of Chriſt; 
and this change he will have brought about by : 
vertue of the pronounciation of this pracicall 
propoſition, This is mzy body. Firſt T anſiver, It P4g.128. &c. 
hath bin proved as out of the Text ſo alſo our 
of the Fathers to-whom you appeale ; that the 
ſubſtance of the ſignifying elements remayne 
after conſecration ; and that the bread in the $a: 
crament is not bread only inname and exteriour | 
ſhape - and in ſubſtance Chriſts body; bur ir is pzg,r25. 
truly and ſubſtancially bread ; only Sacramen- 
tally-changed ; remayning what it was, it is made 
in- 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley 
in ſfignification, what before it was not, And 
whatſoever halfe ſentences you can cull our of 
the Fathers ſeeming to impugne this afſercion;1f 
ſcrioully compared to other paſſages in them- 
{elves and to one another; they will, when they 
are ſuftercd to ſpeake out, ſay nothing for Tran« 
ſubſtantiation. It may 'be you may hnde them 
uſe hyperbolicallſpeeches,wherewith rhey ſought 
to rayſe up the affections of the Communicants 
above their ſenſes; which will neither become 
the Scholler-ſhip nor charity of the Reader to 
interpret grofſely ; as you doc when you wreſt 
theſe words(extraordinaric,ſper ſubſtantiall change 
ec.) toimportthe loſle of ſubſtance which you 
have heard them unanimouſly crie downe. W hat 
though one tell you the natare of the fignes is 
changed, you cannot thence conclude heheld the 
ſ*bſtance vaniſhed. For nature includes aſwell 


preperties and qualities, as ſubſtance :andis taken 


as well Theelogice as Phyſice as when tis fayd, 
* mans zature, after his fall was changed, you 
cannot deny but his natural! ſubſtance remained. 
And whereas you quote others to ſay tis hread 
Tranſelemented ; ] anſwer that Tranſelementation 
and Tranſubſtantiation are no kinne; forin that 
only the formes and accidents are changed, but 
the common matter is unchanged according to 
that tenet of CAriſtetle, eadem eft ommium ma- 
teria; but contrarily in this yon will have the 
ſubſtance to be extinct and the accidentsro con- 
tinue the ſame. In like manner if you will lay 


hold on another whiles he ſayes the bread is 


converted into fleſh: I ſay, converfio now debet 
Eo not 


—— — . 


avainſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
ſub itantiam ſive materiam, ſed mutat formam ; T1S 
notthe nature of converſionto deſtroy the ſubſtance 
or maticr,butto changethe forme, Againzyoule not 
deny butinevery ſubſtantiall converſion whether 
natural!or miraculous there is ſome new thing pro- 
duced onely but here you ſay no new ſubſtance 1s 
produced, becauſe you cannotdeny but Chriſts ui 
body was preexiſtent. But if you reply thatthenew ” 
thing produced, is the v#t0z betwixt the body & 
the torme of bread & wine,by being madepreſent * 
where before irwasnot;1I anſiver this ſounds ra- F.. 
thera Tranſlocation or ſucceſſion otubietiethen a 
Tranſubftaniiatiou or ſubftantiall converſion; Vaio | 
cum illis quocunque modo fiat non poteſt nor eſſe ac *Yaſques, f: 
cidentaria, This vniow which way ſoever com- 
afſed can be no other then accidentall[:if from 
an accidentall rclatien or adduction of a body to ay þ 
anotherthing you could conclude ſ#b/tantiallcop- . _ | 
verſion : the Goldſmith would have an ill bargaine | 
of it, for ſo hisinduſtrie to ſet a precious Diamond b 
to agold Ring ſhould change it into a meaner ff 
materiall. þ 
Where you glory ſo much in the force of theſe 
words utruroaras and weirapannirai, &cC, as If they Par.130, 
relliſhed of any ſubſtantiall change. Tſay youdo 
wiſely to apply your ſelfe to the wxlearned, for bo 
they who can fift the Authors whence you 8 : 
urgethem,cantell you thatif Y Our UEranoarat and $; 
peraſcneret &c, proveaſubſtantiall change, then {if 
it will follow that Chriſts body was changed into : Ti 
a divine excellency; that the communicant is W | 


tranſubſtantiated into Chriſt, and the like, for 'Y 
K thele | ; 


= 66 4 Apologie for Doflor Featley. 
theſe words are uſed in thoſe very ſpeeches by 
id | the ſame Authours. | 
4 But by the way let me ſee what you will have 
this bread ih the Sacramentto be. Such ſay, you 
#1 as whereints the divine eſſence doth ineffablie 
if | powre it ſelfe; even as in Chriſt under humane na. 
| if zure the divinity lay hid. And finally ſuch bread,of 
wh . which our Saviour ſayth,it is my fleſh fer the life of 
the world, O moſtinſufferable dotage. Firit, be 
ft, | {11des the blaſphemous compariſon of putting 
10 Chriſt ſo in the breadſhapes as his divinity was 
' in the humanity, asifhe were perſonally united 
co them, as he was to the humane nature; you 
would againſt ſcxſe as wellas the condition of a 
Sacrament,make an inviſible thing,namely Chriſt | 
inviſible under the accidents of bread to be a 
ſiene of a viſthle thing, namely of Chriſt viſtble 
olithe Crofle, and ſo make either two Chriſts or 
elſe the ſelfe ſame body to be at the ſame 
time, both eating andeaten, viſible and inviſible 
paſſible and impaſſible, &c. 
Next whereas you preſume that Chapter of 
Toh. S. John treates of Sacramentall bread,youare mitl- 
taken, peruſeit,and you ſhall find that you cannot 
apply it to the fleſh of Chriſt eaten in the Sa- 
crament: you muſt underſtand our Saviour there- 
is rebuking the Capernartane Tewes, who followed 
him more, becauſe they: ate of che Zoaves and 
were filled, then for the crracles they ſaws 
« ver.279) Which occaſion he tooke to inſtruct them * con- 
j cerning /þirituall meate, which would endnrie to e- 
verlaſting life ; in which inſtruction ( being two 
yeares beforc his inſtitution of the Sacrament ) 


..” ae 


azainſt the Biſhop of Chalccdon. 65 
he oppoſes heavenly bread to earthly ; not earthly 
ro Sacramentall,* which bread of lite ( ſaythhe ) Yver 32. 

1 am; * which bread came downe from heavens Ve. 
whereof a man may cate and nordyc. Now you 

cannot deny but that which came downe from 
' heaven, was his Detty, not his humane Lody,tor 
that was borne of the Yireiz Araric, which fleſh 
he promiſed to give {or the lite of the world, 
which in 31. Page I have ſhewed muſt be Spirity.. Readmy3le 
ally not Carzally caten; to beleewe inhis incarna. [en 4 
tion is to eate his fleſh. 
Tertullian 1s direftly ofthis opinion, *. who * Left. 

Comments thus upon this Chapter, qua durum 
& intolerabilem exiſtimaverunt ſermonem eſus, 
quaſi vere carucm ſuam illis edendam determi- 
naſſetot in ſpiritu diſponeret ſtatum ſalutis pramiſit, 
ſpiritzs eſt qui wvivificat, Becauſe they deemed his 
ſpeech hard and intollerablc, as if he had meant they 
ſhonld have truly or properly eaten his fleſh, that 
he might intimate the ſtate of onr ſalvation ( oncly 
tyedto ſpiritual manducation,)he premiſe, Tt 15 the 
ſpirit which quickencth, And not long after he ad+ 
mits an Al/egorie., Againe Chriſt threatens that *ver-53: 
who ſo eateth not his fleſh cannot have eternal life; 
Which cannot be underſtood of his Sacr:men- 

tall body; for ſo you would condemne 5. 7ohn 
Baptiſt ;the penitent Theefe, and many other who 
ſurely have their names in the? Booke of life though 

they never taſted of the Sacrament, Tis true,divers 
anciently and now treating of the Sacrame;t uſe 
phraſes out of this Chaprer;but this is nor, be- 

cauſe it directly ſpeakes of it { * as your men con= 

feſſe ) bur the reaſon is becauſe Sacramentall ea. 
K 2 ung 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley 
ting and Spiritnall are ſo neerely allied that thists 
an helpe to the other, nor can they be deſcribed 
but by phraſes and metaphors taken from Cor- 
porall eating, Here T might tell you of an »ſzall 
fizure in Scripture wherein Chriſt 1s called a 
Rocke, a Vine, &c. which might teach youhoyw 


to underſtand Chriſt when he calles bread his 


body, his fleſhmeate; but here T am taught a new 
figure; and that is this; S.F. Will have Chriſts 
body in the Sacrament therefore called bread, be- 
cauſe it is in that exteriour forme, and by conſecra- 


ton made of bread; ſo(faythhe) you fad in the 


Scripture, Angells called men, men called duſt, 
wine called water. and a Serpent then, when indeed 
it was 4 Serpent,called a-Rod. Firlt I cannot but: 
maryaile to ſee how to no purpole this flaſh is 
inſerted. For Angels-are not thereforecalled me 
becauſe they are made of wer; for they were 
never borze men; but becaule of that ſhape which 
fora time they put on;as wherein to execute the 
meſſage which God their Maſter employed them 
in. Againe thoſe bodies which they put on wereyi- 
{ible and true as thofe whoſe feet Abraham waſhed 
and thoſe whoſe hands pluckt Tot from the Sods. 
mites; fee how the application of- this fimile 
thwarts your purpoſe. 

Why man is called duft my 24. Page will in- 
forme you, &c. / 

Bur let me heare what followes of Wine and 
the Serpent, Wine 15 called Watcr becauſe twas 
made” thereof; ſo a Serpent called a Rod, be. 
cauſe made of a rod; what of this 7 the wine was 
once water, and the Serpent had been a Rod, but 
none. 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon: 
none can beſo ſenſeleſſe ( unlefſe wie or the 
Serpent beſottehim) as to ſay that Chriſts body 
had bin bread.. Laſtly, ſee howagainſtthe nature 
of a Sacrament this ſmile is urged. Forhere you 
call the thing ſignified by the name of the ſizne; 
when you ſhould call the fzne by the name of 
the thing ſignified, and ſo adde hewonr tothe R 
myfterie; whereas theo ther tricke detracts from 
its efteeme, as much as it doth deſtroy irs nature, p 
S.E. By the way ſeckes to Cloake their Idola- P42: 136 
try in adoring the conſecrated Hoſt: and. where &| 
he is urged that bread and Chriſts body are Sub. ** 3? 
ſtantie diſparate and therefore are not the fame, 
hce thinking to blinde the Reader with acouple ' 
of Greeke words, ſaith that Caro Chriſti & 4pros 
#150195, are not diſparata.T pray Sir whatthinke 
you ofthe bread we pray for inthe Lords prayer? 
that is dprog #n18 09g, and yet not Caro Chriſti, 
The myſticall ſignes ( ſayth he) are adored ( as ©*$03% 
(being really according to. their internall ſubſtance) 
the things which they are beleeved to be : viz: the 
fleſh and bloud of Chriſt, Bur alas the fat# is not ſo 
anſwered. What though you never fo ſtoutly af- 
firme that you neither adore the ſubſtance of the 
elements ( which therefore you are ſuppoſed ro 
extinguiſh becauſe you would avoyd the brand 
of Idolataic)) nor the accidents you ſay remaine; _ 
but onely that which they cover: yet your own Sel 
Trent Councell will condemne you, which au- c.5. 


thoriſeth ſuch a worſhip as is due to God to beuſed þ 
to this Sacrament ; by which word Sacramtnt by # 
your owne confeſſions, you meane the Accidents » = 
of 'bread and wine, And (o out of your owne = 


K 3 mouths. 


An Apologie for Doftor Featley 
mouths are called Idolaters. And though you 
ſhould teach the 77norapt, (asſeldome you doe ) 
that tis not the accidents they are 1njoyned to 
adore, bur that which they cover : yer this will 
not ſerve. For thever y heathens could have had 
the ſame pretext to have cloaked their 1dolatry 
who could as readily have anſwered they wor- 
ſhipped not the body of the Heavens, but the 
Numen the unknowne God and power therein 
contained, Every impious worſhipper of the 


ſhapes of creatures might have ſayd, they were 
not ſo blockiſh as to feare,truſt, or worlhip thoſe 


_ figures, but that in them they adored the divine 


* AQ.z« 
Hed.g. 


Adovent ib1 


Jubſpeciebus 


deliteſens nu- 


men, de prifiino 


hoc Sion & 
planerefugeret, 


bountie and goodneſſe whereot they did parti- 
Cipare inthoſe creatures. W hothe moſt grofle Ido- 
later mightnot faſten on this ſhift? what is this but 
to 2y#t Gods ſervice in our own braine 2& though 
not by the rivalty of a falſe God, yet of a falſe 
worſhip to provoke his Iealouſic ? But I pray if you 
rightly adore the Sacrament, becauſe-you imagine 
it containes the body of Chriſt, why doe you 


not likewiſe adore the heavens which we are by 
* Scripture warranted do contarine him ? Nay how 


{ſcapethc bodics of the Communicants,who you 
ſay receive into their bodiesthe very & truc body 
of Chriſt? or how is it that you. crouch not 
to every faithfull perſon, in whom a in his 
Temple the holy Spirit inhabiteth? yea fince 
Chriſt is more neerely united unto them then to 
the accidents: fince he pleaſeth to call himſelfe 


bone of their bone, and fleſh of therr fleſh If this 


faftwm,horrertt te not Tdolatrie, ro worſhip Gods of your owne 


making let me be a Heathen . But ere I ſtep -any 
further 


—_— ———— I W- —__—— 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. > 


further, I muſt diſpell two great miſtes which are FO At- 
caſt to delude the credulous vulgar. One is that my ang; 
of that pretended omnipotency, the other of Y.63-5. 
miracle. 

Firſt, before there be any quere made of his p 
will, Doctor Smith will have bread made Chriſts 
fleſh by the emnipotency of the word; and then his 
ecchoe ſayes after him : that Chriſt by theſe words p 
( This is my body) made his body to be under the 7 oY We 
ſhape of bread, his ommipotency (to verifie them) 4 
turning the ſubſtance of bread into his body. 
Firſt,I anſwer thatnoneof us deny, but that the 4208 
bread is changed into his body + which change ly 
we hold to be only Sacramentall, in which com- ' =. 
mon bread becomes myſticall;z not eſſentiall in 


which the ſubſtance is abſumed.Noris his body | 
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there any other wiſe thentis there broken: now it 
.- . - ay. 
it is onely Sacramentally broken, and therefore: fl 
onely Sacramentally there, which being inremem- 15 l 


brance and commemoration of his paſſion (-ac- 
cording to Ariſtotle ) the thing remembred mitft he 
paſt and abſent : and when youtake me ſaying, he 
is really preſent, miſtake menot: I meanenor /0- 
cally or corporally : but onely fpiritaally and by con-. 
zrafk. Now to your objection of his fleſhly, 
bodily preſence: attributing this ſtrange meta- 
morphoſis to the power. of omnipotency and 
miracle. [anſwer Gods omnipotency aloneis not 
reaſon enough to perſwade meto credit ſuch a re- 
port asthis: firſt, becauſe T know ir is his willand* 
not his power which is the Rule of a Chriſti- 
ans faith The uncleane Leaper will rcach you 
purer Doctrine, then to argue from his power: 
. 
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An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
he prefumed this ro be all-ſufficicnt« but hee 
knew his remedy lay in his good will and plea- 
ſure, and therefore ſollicites him thus. Lord if 
thou wilt thou canſt make me cleaye. Next, I lay 
there is a-two-fold power of God,one abſolute 
with which our diſputat:on dealeth notz Th'o- 
ther orainata, limitedand ruled according tothat 
order which he himſclic bath fixed by his word 
and will, according to this power he who is 
Natura natuzans the God of nature ordinarily 
will not, and therefore onely cannot becauſe he 
will nor, doc whar is to Natura naturata ſubor- 
dinate nature impoſhble or deſtructive. 

I meane he will not, and therefore cannot de- 
{troy or overthrow thoſe conſtant rules which 
he hath ſet to nature and expreſſed in his word. 
That indeed of S. Ambroſe is moſt true, * Mutat 


quando vwult inſtituta nature: hee changes when he 


pleaſeth the courſe of nature, but it is quando vnlt. 
And theſe two places of Tertulian will ſtate this 
queſtion veryclearely.* Dems non al:alege creaen= 
dus eft quam nt onmnia paſſe credatur. No body be= 
leeves in God aright unleſſe hee belecye him to be 
0mmpotent, and yet he ſayth alſo * Deo nihil eff 
impeſsibile niſs quod non vault, Nothing us impoſ.. 


ſible to God but what hewill not have tobe. Whence 


I collect thatthere is (beſides his abſolute power ) 
{uch a power of God whichhe hath limited; and 
that he hath preſcribed to himſelfe,and made 
knowne to us, that there is ſuch an order. a- 
gainſt which wee ( without ſpeciall revelation ) 
cannot ſay he doth exerciſe his power. Ofthis 
power even nature eyed Z#c4z can tell you thus 

Y=] much, 


u 7 » a +. 


—— bath 
—_—— 


againſ! the Biſhop of Chalcedon. | 
much, that the Creator of af! rhings preſcribing @ 
law nnto the Creature impoſed alſo 4 Rule 10 bis own 
power, 


Fixit in aternum Cauſas, qui Cuntta Coercet 
ſe quoque lege tewens : 


And though we belecye that God is omnipo- 
tent to doe what he pleaſeth ; yer we ( with the 
Fathers and Schoolemen) hould alſo; that ſuch 
things as imply a contradiction and falſitie are not 
the obje& of Divine power ; thustis we meaneall 
things are impoſſible which God w:#not hayeto 
be: andſo I fay iris impoſsible for the true body 


of Chriſt to be whole under every hoſt and 


crumme.thereof; that accidents can be, and nor 
eZ. informe food ard wired fach 
TH brews w vt OFAC 44d} 16 487-46 wW Jar OCVYer uc COT 


. tracictions, as Ie ſhew you are 1n Tranſubſtantt- | 


ation, which you ſecke to palliate with Gods owe 
nipetencie, and the force it miracle, WhatlI pray 
youis acontradition of this be nat one ? toſay 
the whole body is contained under the accidents 
and yet 1s nat there locally ; whatis it to be cox- 
taincd, but to be confiaed and circumſcribed by 


| _ IR 
that ſuperficies in which itis containca*S Auguſtine 


will rell you, * fpatia licorum tolle Cporibus By $4 


uu{quam erunt, & quia nuſquam erunt, nec erunt ; 
Take away the ſpace of place from 4 voay, and it i no 
where,and becauſe it no where, it hath nobeing, 


And leaſt you may thinke this poſition hath 


onely Philoſophy to defend it; fee howdivinity 
conſpires with it againſt you. Reade the ſcrip- 
tures .and you may obſerve whether they would 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley. 
moſt fully expreſſe that any thing 1s periſhed 
theyſay nomore,butthatirs place #s loft and gone, 
&c. Pſal.z7.10.10b.20.9. 

Acaine if according to all Philoſophy cc. 
dentws efſe eſt ineſſe; it be of the being of Mc- 
cidents to be inherent, why will you owne ſuch 
a Tenet which ſhall make you againſt Nature 
ſever what God in Nature hath joyzeazand thus 
fondly driue youto make his power your refuge, 
when his will oughtto be your warrant ? Then 
you cannot foſter Tranſubſtantration, but you 
muſt Fatherirs Twynne the multipreſence or vbis 
quitie of Chriſts body as contradictory and pcri- 
lous an aſſertion as it, or 2ore. 

Tis truethat fince the manhood of Ghriſt is in« 
ſcparablic united tro his divinity, in that ſenſe it 
may be ſayd to be every mhere prejent to it, thatis, 
no where ſ{eycred from it: bur yet its astruethar 
Chriſt as man is not every where preſent. For it 
muſt be noted that the natures in Chriſt 
continne the ſame in him incarnate,whichthey are 
wheretheyare not united. And notwithſtanding 
his glory, the majeſtie of his eſtate hath notex- 
tinguiſhd the verity of his nature. Take itthus, 

The perſon of Chriſt is whole, perfe&t God and 
perfe2& man whereſoever, although the parts of 
his man-hood being fiazre, and his deity infinite 
we cannot ſay that the whole Chriſt is ſimply 
every where. as we may ſay that his deity is,and 
that his perſon is. For ſomewhat of Chriſt isnot 
every where in that ſort, namely his »ar-hood, 
the onely union wherof to the deity is extended 


as: far as deity ; the actuall poſition reſtrained and: 


ol cd: 
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againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
tycd to a certaine place, For the humanitie is 
no way adzquateto the deity, inregard whereof 
thoughit be true wherſoever the humanity is there 
15 the deity, yetnot e contra. Of each nature there,is 
a Coopezation often, an aſſociation alwayes, but 
ncver any mutuall participation, whereby the 
properties of the one are infuſed into the other: 
and therefore his body is not to be proved #6/quz- 
farie or multipreſent, Can you imagine Gods 
omnipotency can be a Shelzer or ſtay for ſuchan 


opinion, as ſhall direQly contraatret his revealcd 


will « He hath reycaled that Chriſt hatha true 
body, and all properties and attributesthereunto 


belonging. Now multipreſenceor nbiquitie which Luk.25. 
is an attribute of the Dejtie onely, cannot be Heb z. 


compatible with humanitie. The numerical unitie 
of a finite body cannot ſtand without contiuuitze, 
Further that is no humane body which hath not 
lonzitude, latitude and profanditie, which is not 


extexded, nor hath its quaatitie aud parts meaſured 


by place; which cozaitions agree not to that body 
you feigneto be in the Euchariſt; and yet you 
ſtick notto afhrme it to be the ſame 1denticall body 


which was crucified on the Croſſe; as if that 


could be beleevedto be atrue body, whereof the 
properties ofa true body cannot preazcate. 
Notto trouble my ſelte or my Reader with the 
repetition of all thoſe infinite Soleciſaves which 
this opinion includes : take notice of rhis, thatit 
deſtroyes the definition of an Individuum, and 
makes Chriſts individuall body not to be Indt- 
viduall ; 1»dividuwm according to Legickeis quoa 


eſt indiviſumin ſe & diviſum ab alijs omnibus, 
oh LD L 2 That, 
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An Apologie for Doftor Featley 
That which is individed in it ſelfe and divided” 


jrom all other thines; as Socrates 1s diſtinguiſhed 


from Plato andevery other fingularman, bur is 
individed in himſelte 5 becauſe: he is-bnr one: 
Now I faythis your Tenetagainſt this definition 
divides anindividuall body from itſelfe; tt 4/vides 
Chriſt at Pars, from. Chriſt in the Sacrament 
Rome, For there being 4iſtance and: diverſitie of 
placcit cannot be the fame »umericall body ; but 
youle conteſle that Chriſtes body is divizedtrom 
it ſclte inreſpedt of placeand quantitie, but not 
in reſpect of ſubſtance. I pray what other d/v1ſton 
can there be of materiall ſubſtances but by bonnds 
of place? tisan infallible Axiomethat one nume- 


, ricall ſubſtance can: have bur one manner of ſub- 
fiſting ; but it may be youle ſay that quantitie and- 


relation to placeare not of the eſſence anda definitt. 
07. Of a body, and therefore it may be without 
them, Ifay it followeth not. For propertzes flowing 
from the e/7zxce of a thing are nor in the definiti- 
03-0f it and yct they cannot be ſeparated from: 
ics being, as in a man, 7r7/ible'is not 1n his defini- 
tion, buryet he cannot be a man but he muſt be 
7ifibilis fo though place and quantitie be not in 
the eſſence of a body, yet it is-a contradiQion in 
its exi/tencyto be without ezther : and conſequents 
lyto create Chriſt ſuch a body in the Euchariſt 
which is not individual is a meere contradito- 
rie fiction: and fo farre from being the objec# of 
Gods power, that I'thinke it not worthy my dif: 

courſe, 
As for the Miracle pretended by theſe mirabili- 
47], 1t1s-N0 more tobe found in. the Sacrament 
EE os | - 4:4... a_ 
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avainſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon! m— 
then its cauſe, omnipoteucy . Here I might enlarge 
my ſelte concerning the Ceſſation of Miracles; but 
{o I ſhould too too broadly condemne a thou- 
ſand beyond ſea fopperzes and Reliques,to whoſe 
pretended Yertues the hoodwincked vs/zar muſt 
attribnte wonders, But not a word of this in an- 
1wer to one who paſleth for a Grandie. Here is 
as little Yſe as ſigne of a Miracle, Every Mira- 
cle affects the ſenſe, workes admiration in men, 
and is not wraoght but extraerdinarily;, None of b 
this appeares in Tranſubſtantiation, what then dog 4 
you obtaine by this ſhifr, but that with the eſſexce 
of a Sacrament, you would deſtroy the zature of 
a miracle? which certainely ceaſeth to be a ſizne 
or miracle if it have no wonder evident to ſenſe 
Nor dothit any whit ſtrengthen your cauſeto ſay |. b 
it iSa Sprrituall miracle For that which is onely 0 
{pirituall is wroughtno where but inthe minde: | 
which you will not ſay of your Tranſiubſtantiation. 
If you will have this converſion bya Hyftery.I. 
ſay,twere abſurd to confound mracle & myſterie, 111. 


{ince they are ſo diverſe and diſtin&intheir quality.” j; 
Antiquitie hath often called the Sacraments My- T 
ſteries not Miracles. In thoſe divine power lyeth | 


hid,in theſe ir appeares;theſeare done tomoveand 
convince infidells :thoſe toconfirmethefairhfull 
toclevate their thoughts to inviſible graces by 
viſible fignes, to leade them by ſenſeto faith, by 
earthly to heavenly things. But to clofe with you 
thus- ſhould Tycild you the ay /u1 of omnipotcns 
cie and miracle to harbourthis naked and peccant 
opinion of Tranſuſtantiation, I ſay thereis noſuch 
exectable dotage agnongſt olde hereſtes, nor no- 
a ed Ros POT 
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An Apologie for Door Featley 
ſuch bold figment newly hatcht which might nof 
bemoſt pertinacioufly defended, and as plauftblic 
taught if they might uſe thisguard of omznipotency, 
and plead mzjracle againſt all examination, 

The next tedious bulines is about this propo=- 
ſition, This rs my body, wherein that ſubſtantial 
changewhichis aimed at, is attributed to thepowet 
of that practicall propoſition, \ 

Firſt, let me admire. at your preſumption 
on this propoſition, concerning which you are 
ſonotoriouſly divided among your elves, as it 
were not hardto ſhew you, how every wordinit 
undergoes more interpretations then 1t hath let- 


*Lucen,Pharſ, ErS. One may ſtand by and ſee Romes old fate, - 


*Bella pluſquam civilia, their owne Civill jarres 
weaken their common cauſe. Akingdome neede 
no other ruzze then its owne diſeaſe, diviſor, 
Midianitiſh-like you are extin& by your owne 
mutinie, whiles we with Iſracll, ſparing our aſ- 
ſault, ſtand by and conquer. Then TI anſwer, the 
change which is in the Sacrament, namly the 
{ſeparation of common creatures to a divine and 
myſticall fignification,is not wrought barely by 
pronunciation of that propolition, butby thepre- 
cedent words of conſecration, and prayer. But if 
you ſtrictly wil[examin me what particular words 
Chriſt uſed? I anſwer, where the Scripture is 
{ilent, my paper ſhall be blanke, where that will 
hayeno tongue,I muſt have no Penne. There is 
no ſuch created vertue inherent(as youſuppoſe) 
in the pronunciation of this propoſition; it is ra- 
ther declarative of what was paſt, then effeRive of 
ought which was not. Your very _.3.C.of Lo« 
gicke( which here you miſuſe ) will teach you 
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againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon; 


no other definition or uſe of a propoſitionthen 


to be,an Indicative,congruous,perfect ſpeech, ſignify- 
nga thing true or falſe without ambiguitie, which 
ſuppoſeth a predication to be apr in nature be- 
fore it is currant in fpeech:and hathno ſuch OPe- 
rative force alloted it as to create a predication 
where was nonepothole before. 

That pretty kinde of x ae" fd hrs perſwades 

It 


me to hcare out the propoſition called operative 


before the conformitie betweene the ſubje& and 


the predicate can be granted, ( as ſuppoting the 
period of it to finiſh the ſubſtanriall change,)be. 
ades thatir is ſlender and boyiſh,itis alſoimperti- 
nent - becauſeit playes napona ſtring already bro- 
ken, attributing thatchange, which 1s, tothe pro. 
nufciation of this propoſition, whichT haveal- 
ready refuted ;and therefore I might ſpare both 
it and my paines. 


But becauſe they ſhallnortake it amiſſe, [ will 246-126: 


afford them the hearing, they conſpire in this; 
Thar ' hoc ) doth net ſignifie untill the predicatune 
# in being. Fhis predicate is (body ) and atthe 
period of the propoſition ( hoc is Tranſubſtanti- 
ated intothe body : out of which it neceſſarily fol. 
lowes that the propoſition is meerely Identicall, 
for there is norhing for ( ec) ro ſignifie but the 
body, the accidents y ou will nor grant topredi- 
cate properly of the body, and therefore the 
propnlition according to you runncs thus, This 
my. body is mv body,and let S E, flouriſh it as 
he will, our Door juſtly layes Taw#ologie to 
his Lordſhips charge. Which blow his Cham» 
pion ſeckingroward,layes himſelte and the weak- 
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nes of his cauſe to an eaſtecenſure, as thus, Hhee 

ſuppoſeth thar there is the ſame reaſon betweene 

This is my body, and the ſupcriour and inferiour 

predicamentall degrees,but ( hoc ) doth not ſtznifie 
a diſtin degree 1n nature from ( corprs :) and 

thereforc ic is moſt abſurd, where by way of il- 
Inſtration he mixeth this propotition ( Thes is my 

body ) underſtood after his expolitions, with ſuch 
propoſtions as theſc; A manis a reaſonable crea. 
ture, Featley is a man &c. Which eicher define or 
deſcribe the ſubjeR. T-cann t but pittie his want 
of Arte. And ſurcly where S.Z. theflender exccp- 
zour forgets his manners,andpleaſeth himfelfe af- 
terthis conceipt, with the repetition of Doctor 
Featlies name, he cannot bur guefſe him very 
{1mple ſimple fimple fimple fimple STIMP LE. 
Bur for my parc ] leave him as I found him. 
Doctor Smith in confirmation of his diſcourſe 
layes downa Rule,ard vivestwo inſtances which I 
willfif: in order. H's rwerunn's thus.Subjegts 476 
ſuch as their attributes permitte themto be. R her 
ſay 1, e contra Predicates are ſuch as their ſubjects 
permit them to be:For we never takerhat prepoſte- 
rous courſe tro enquire wi!ther a ſubje& agreeto 
the predicate, but whether the predicate agree to 
the ſubjet. No manunleſſe hebe Lunaticke wiil 
make 2 quelſtzon,whethcr,the Mooneagreeto the 
Ecclipſe, bur whether the Ecclipſe agree to the 
Moone. Otherwiſe in ſciences we ſhould havea . 
proper paſhon to go ſecke its ſubjeR. The firft 
thing inevery Science is the ſubje &;concerning 
that you muſt know Oxod fit, + Ouid nomins & 
Res, andthen procecde to the Paſſion which + 
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9:ainſ} the Biſhop of Chalcedon. Q Sl! 
© nod (it or utrumſit, that is, utrum predicatum 
conveniat ſubjefto, but you will acquaint us with, | 
one YVirum ſit more thenany Logician ever dreamt 
of, tr um ſubjetfam conveniat predicato; which 
makes yougivethis abſurde Rule, Subjects are ſuch 
as their attributes. permit them to be. 
As for your inſtances they will not holdtrya!!, 
the firſtis this: As when T ſay, This & 4 Croſſe and 
make it withall the word ( This) deth ſuppoſe for 
the Croſſe, ere. What of this 2 Chriſt was nota* 
bout ro make him another body when he fayd, 
( This is my body ) for then Chriſt ſhould have 
had two bodies, after thoſe words had bin pro- 
nounced: for that body which fate ar table was 
no partof itunderthe ſhape and colour of bread, | 
and therefore if Chriſt had any body underthe 
ſhapes of bread, Chriſt had two bodics: For all 
ar the Sacrament ſaw that his wkole body was 
there in the wonted ſhape and colour. Neither 
was his body united to that which you ſuppoſe 
to be under the accidents of bread, for there was 
N  onely a Contignitie and no continuitie betweene 
his hand and the bread in his kand. Your ſe- 
cond inſtance 7x Taceo ( as ſuppoſing for filence 
when the word is uttered) Aqninzs rejets tr, 
confute him, hejs very hereticall and joynes with 
us againſt you,confeflingthatthen theſen'e would i" 
be, Corpus meumeſt corpus menmtertiaparte.Luzſt, | 
78.art.5.1n corpere articuli, Whereby it 1>plaine N. 
that .1\quinas thoughtthatto bean Identicalland 4! 
nugatorie propoſition, &the argument before un- 
an{werable,and therfore no more ofthat. But now 


putcaſe I ſhould grantyou ſuch power in theſe 
| | words 
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words ( This & my body ) to tranſubſtantiate the 
bread; may IT not challenge the ſameforce in 
them to change the Accidents as well as the ſub- 
lance, fince they were likewite 1n Chriſts hand 
when he pronounced them ?' and then I pray 
where are your ſpecies and accidents: left to co- 
ver Chriſts body s Let me tell you this cover 
laycs youopen.. Burſtay, whereas you inſtance 
in theſe propoſitions ( which if they be propofi- 
tions I pray doe they fi2nifie true or falle © ) 

Tabitha ariſe: Laz ear 145 come forth, Fu as if thebare 
pronunciati6 offo many words had conjured them 
to a [peedic obedience; tis not fo. For it was not the 
words barely ( pronounce them and tryc) pro- 
duced ſo ſtrange effects, but the ſpeakers autho- 
ritic, and the divine power annexed unto them. 
Now we are confident that Chriſt added no ſuch 
omnipotent power to his words of inſtitution, 
becauſe his purpoſe in them was not to worke 
a miracle butto leaye us a Sacrament; inthe which 
we ſhould not tranſubſtantiate the ſignes into him- 
lelte ſignified, butin the which we Thould' Com- 
»#emorate his death and paſſion, and be made 
partakers of the benefics thereof.. Our conſe- 
cration is the ſame with Chriſts both in matter 
and f#9rme: and though there be ſome diffe-- 
rence inthe efficient (2s you ſceme to .inſinuate 
when yourtell Door Featley, that he is neither 
emmnipotent nor uſed in ſuch ations ) yet the effici« 
ent cannot be ſayd tobe ( al ind quid) anorher 
thing. For the Miniſter doth not conſecrate in 
his owne right, bur as he is Chriſts in/rument. 
Nor need you appeale to. -ompnporency or Mira-. 


cle 
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a34infl the Biſhip of Chalcedon. 
clc to patronize a ſubſtantiall changeofthe bread 
astf rhe propoſition could not be verified with- 
0'1t it, onely conceive him ſpeaking in a Sacra- 
mextall figure while he 1s inftituriag a Sacrament, 
and aft:r conſecration paſt his body may wellbe 
virificd of bread without it, And lince you lay 
ſo much ciaimeto omnipotency ; Letmetell you, 
charchoſe who r2quire an omnipotenr power to 
elevate and changetheelements,that ſo thoſe cor- 
ruptible and dead creatures may be m11e effe74- 
all inſtruments in ſohigh and unſpeakeable a My- 
ſteric, to apply and communicate Teſus Chriſt 
and the vertue of his death co faithfull receivers, 
doe not, ea #omine, conſequently maintaine your 
Tranſubſtartiation, For toa Myſticall change we 
hold Gods omniporency requihre+ withoutthis, 
water to us were not Tregeneraiion, without this 


no earthly creature could ever be an inſtrument 


of an extraordinarie benchr. Could 7ordanthinke 
you have wathed offche Afyrians Leproft:? or 


the Poole of Betheſ4a have reſtored the diſcaſed. 


without a fpeciall vertue lent them from above? 


To conclude, whereas yow call his omnipotencie 


to make good his Corporall preſence, I fay you 
adde notſo much honourto his power as ive. For 
it isanargumentof more power that he doth com- 
municate himſelfte ro us though he be abſext, then 
' to bebrought thither and 1ecetved. Even in nature 
thereis a doubleprcſence,one Pirtnuals, the other 
per contattum, that Agent weeſteeme moſt excel- 
lent,which at diſtance can with a ſecret influence 
| be preſent toits effeR: that, as meancr which ro 
its operation requires 4dproximation of the 

1-6 patient. 
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patient. There followes much adoe to teach me 
how there may be 7dentitie in propoſitions, but 
that if granted makes nothing to prove 1dewiitiein 
this:For as T have ſhewed the ſ#9ſtance of bread & 
not Chriſt- body isthe ſ#6ject of this propoſition 
(This is my body.) Whereas thercforeto your Iden- 
titic you ſuppoſe the body of Chriſt to be both 
{ubj:& and predicate, I have over-throivne your 
ſuppoſi ion, in proving ſubſtantiali bread ro con- 
tinuc the ſubjeR, & chereforc the whole diſcourſe 
is nugatoric and groundicfle. Methinkes Maſter 

S. EZ. you cloſerhis ſedtron very laucily & fillily : 
For Do&or Featley urging you that 1aenticall 
propoſitions( ſuch as your diſcourſe makes this) 
prove nothing :totr y whetherthey can proveany 
thing, askes this queſtion. It I poynt to Chriſts 
body in Hc-aven at the right hand of his Father 
and fay : This or that body of Chriſt is his body, 
will it hence foilow,that bread or apy thing elſe is 
ſubſtantially turned into Chriſts body? You forſooth 
anſwer him this, no, but ſomething elſe (it ſeemes ) 
75,how elſe could your month utter ſuch an impe'tin- 
cat diſcourſe? It would have argued you of more 
Schollerſhip and izgenitze, cither ro have beene 
{1lent or cle to- have anſwered him, how meere 
1denticall propolitions can prove any thing, and 
not thus to have paſſed away with a Ridlizg 
quere, out of which ſome jocular braine might 
guetle you good ar a Teſt. And ſince you will be 
flaſhing it, (that the world may nor wanr any 
peices of your witte ) I pray take it not amiſle 
( though it be ſomething out of order) if I joyne 
to. this anocher of yourrare conceipts: Tis where 
you propoſe to ſhew that Chriſt ſpake theſe 
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againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon, 8 
words (1 will drink no more of the fruitof the Vine,) x 
onely of the Legal/ Cup. When our Door 
demands, why Mathew rclates them immediate- © 
ly to the conſecrated Cup:tis replyed he dothit 2%* 
out of order. Then when our Doctor againe urges 
you thus. If 1 ſhould take here a Cup and after I = 
had dranke of it, ſay, I will drinke no more of this 
were it not ridiculous to underſtand me of any 0- 
ther Cup then that 1 tooke laſt in my hana and 
dranke of ? You forlooth, anſwer him with this 
pretty parallel.Shonld one or two tellme that Door 
Featley at the Table having dranke beere and wine, 

| ſayd, he would drinke no more of this beere. I had 
n0 reaſan tothinke he meant wine thouzh wine were 
mentioned laſt before.Sure Sir,if you were notas bad 
as Cup-valiaut you would never have ſtumbled 
on this ridiculous paſſage. For we doe not imagine 
that Chriſt dranke of any but wine (as my an+_ 
{wer to thelaſt ſetion ſhall declare ) in both theſe 
Cups. And I pray, if Door Featley had at the 
Table dranke onely rwo Cups of wine, mightit 
not ſafely be ſayd after his laſt draugh:: I will 
drinke no. more of this Wine? I wonder how 
this beere came 1n your head when you had no- 
thing but wine before you. I might ſately now 
retort the vertigo on you, but it your own weak- 
nes condemne younot,lle ſpare you. 
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Tus SixTH SECTION 


Handles theother part of the Sacrament, the Cup. 
Refutes their conſtruct;on of theſe words: This 
le Coy 
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Cup is the new Teft ament in my blood, ſhewes that 
there is by their confeſſion a figure 1 them.That 
there is no ſubſtantiall chanze wronght by them, 
That there is not 1dentity in them. 


He next SeQion falls upon the other part of 

the Sacrament which is the Cup, The word's 
of the Cup is S. Mathew and S. Marke rannethus. 
This is my blood of the new Teſtament. In S. Paul 
and S. Lake thus. This Cup is the new Teftament 
in my bloud, By ve2rene of which propoſitions 
he will firſt conclude a ſ#b/kantiall change, and 
then conſ{:quen:ly he will preſume 7dentztie in 
them ; but both untrucly. 

But ler me firſt ſee what confirution will be 
made of theſe propoſitions, and 1» I ſhall more 
diſtinly give anſwer ro rhis confuſed Sedion. 
DoGtor Smith and his ſecond ( like Nicodemms, 


Chriſts nightly Diſciple) admit { wharupon fur- 


ther trial] they denie ) a fignre in theſe woras of 
the Cup, and that for this reaſon becauſe a Chalice 


and bloud arc two diſtin things and one thing can- 
not properly be another, Preſently aske them how 


they undcrſtand theſe words? ( This Cup ts the 
new Teſlament)) and rhey reply preperly enovgh ; 
W hat then is che new Teſtament? it canno. be 
denyed but thar-it is the laſt and eternal will of 
Chriſt the Teftatour, w -ereby he affureth the 
faithfull of the free remiſſion of ſinne obtained 
by his bloud, Now how a Cup whichis no 0. 
ther than the worke of an Arrificer can be ſayd 
properly to be this, let who will __P they 


proccedtoathrme it properly to be called a Teſta- 
ment 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 8 

ment, becauſe ( fay they) it.is an authenticall 

fiene of his will. As it any ſound man could nor 
diſtinguiſh bctwixt the will of the Teſtatour and 

the ſigne of it, as if Parchment could properly 

be called a mans will,and not rather the figne or 
declaration of it: as if waxe were the bond and 

not rather the aſſurance of ir. Then beingurged 

that ſince noſubſtantiall part of the Teſtatour can 
properly: be called his will, therefore bloud a 
ſubſtanriallpartof Chriſt cannor properly becal- =. 
led his Teſtament; they anſwer that bloud of the "4640 
Teftatour though a part of him may be called aTe- 
ftament, if it be ſhed to fegnifie his laſt will. But 

this cannor be. For a Covenant or Teſtament is 

a Relation oraction betweene two parrics, and 
therefore can be no- ſubſtanriall part of either. 

And whereas you urge the praQtiſe of the barb 1- ?48-145: 
rous confirming Leagues by effuſion of bloud; and 

Moſes ſprinkling of the blond of a Calfe upon the 
Iſraclites confirming the old Teſtament , 1 \1y 

this makes againſt you: For beftdes rhat 

borh theſe blouds did onely confirme anoracr 
thing, which in ſubſtance they were nor, thoſe 
authentike - ſignes ,alſo, as you call them, 

were viſible, .and ſo is. not the b!2::! in the 
Chalice. For you confeſle it Iy+s ud unier the 

ſhape of wine. But further when the enſewing 
ridiculous interpretation of Chriſts wordsis al- | 
leagedagainft the propriectie of ſpeech whichthey 
maintaine, they diſlike notthis Conſtruction, viz: 

This Cup is the new Teſtament inmy blond. That 

is ſay they, 7 his Cup is my new blood in my blood: 

but this ſenſe. can no way be defended, becauſe 
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it 1s moſt certaine thata thing which is eirher ad- 
herent, infuſed or contained in a thing, is not the 
very {clte ſame thing, but numerically anorher. 
Butro colourover this {lippe, they will ſuppoic 
Identitic in this predication,and fo render this as 
they did the other propoſition, viz. This is my body 
thatis, #/1s thing ( that is my body) is my body + SO 
heere, This Cup is the new T eſtament in my 
blocd, that is (ay, they : This drinke (viz my 
bloud ) is my bloudin my blond. Or thus this drinke 
is an anthenticall ſizac of my laſt will in my blood; 
W hich comesa!lro one, for they have explained 
that they meane bloud, by that which 4s in the 
Cup,and by authenticall figne they-meanethe will 
it ſelfe, which will, they ſaythe Cupis. Thenthey 
comment further and {uy.therc is 1dentitie in the 
matter not in the mazner of ſignification : buthere 
they are upon an old Jaxxt and therefore hunt but 
coldly: yet to ſtop them, I denie this propoſition 


(This Cup is the new Teſtament in my bloud )atall 


to be Idenrticall : For to an Tdenticall propoſition 


they ſay is required that the ſubje& and thepre- 
dicate be thc ſame in ſubſtance, which is not ſo 
heere; forthe wine in the Cup and Chriſts bloud 
arenot one in ſubſtance, though they be one ina 
ſignifying myſtcrie ; Chriſt himſelfe ( as the next 
ſection will occaſion me to ſhew ) afirmes of the 
wine after conſecration, that it was the fruit of the 
Vine, That cavill of taking Chriſt immediatly on 
his word, when he ſayth (This Cup is my blond) is 
meerely ſophiſticall: forthe queſtion 1s notabour 
the truth of Chriſts words ( ſince they proceeded 
trom him who is 774#4 it ſelfe ) but abour the 


ſenſe 


*p 


agamſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. $89 
ſenſe, which is nor literall but( as the Romaniſts F'4:99, 
end you yourſelfe confeſle ) is {tgurative. 

Then, the very reaſon which is wreſted out of 
Chriſts words immediatly following ( viz: which Pag.rss. 
is ſhed for you) concluding it therefore ro be his 7? 
very bloud, makes againſt you, for 1t is onely 
Chriſts bloud there, as ris ſhed there : but it is 
onely Sacramentally ſhed there, therefore not 
ſubſtantiatly but onely Sacramenrally there. And 
if you wouldyet put this off with another ſhape 
and ſay zt is truely ſhod under the accidents of wine 
I fay how ever.it be:ſhod, it moverh being pow- 
red; if it move, it isin a place zif in a place then | 
cither circumſcriptively or definitively,neither of 
which you cangrant, and yet hold him to be in a 
thouſand places at once, without moſt palpaple, 
andridiculous contradictions. But I pray,doeyou _ 
beleeue ( taking Chriſts words literally and a+ P4+ 15ge 
gainſt-his meaning that Tranſubſtantiated bread 
and wine are thoſe which payd the price of your 
Redemption? Alas fond faith ! if ſo you belceve; 

Lord hclpe your unbelcefe, We beleeve that the 

body which was borne of the Virgin Mary was 

it whichin our behalfe was divided from its bloud, 

from its ſoulc; of which aRion this ation 1s bur 

the Commemoration; the :blood which on the 

Croſleiſſued from his ſide, was that which waſhed 

away our offences, and ſealed us, this gratious Co- 

venant :this Cup in the Euchariſt is that bloud on- 

1yin ſignification and office, not in ſubſtance. In 

ſhort thus; Tis by faithin the incarnation and 

meritorious paſſion of the Sonneof God, and by 

-ourmyſticall andinſeparable union with hun, that 
A N we - |: 


# 
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we ſhall live everlaſtingly and bleiTedly. And not 
by the ſhort ſtay of Chriſts fleſh in the mouth or 


ſtomake at the receiving of the Sacrament, as 
YOUteach. 


T rg SEVENTH SECTION 


Reconciles the ſeeming differences of the Evanze- 
liſts. Shewes their conſtant Harmonic, and how 
theſe words (1 will drinke no more of the fruite of 
the Vine )areto be underſtood of both the Legall 
and conſecrated Cups .out of S, Paul declares that 
the thing ſignified is not received but by the 
mouth of faith, gives thereaſon why the Fathers 

1." call the Enchariſt an unbloudie Sacrifice. Diſcs- 

' wers the wanitie of the Reporters vaunts. Con- 


demmnes the enemies of truth, of inſufficiencie and 
blinde obſtinacie, 


"EE * Hat followes in the laſt ſe&ton,if you can 
Pagp103: VV; preterita reaire reflect on the forme: 
paſſages, is eallly refelled;onely this carrieth ſhew 
of new ma:ter, and yet unſatisficd :namely,a que- 
ſtion whether our Saviour meane theſe words ( 7 
will drinke no more of the fruite of the Vine ) of the 
/Pag.162, conſecrated Cup, or of the Legall. S.E, here 
( being asI finde tutoured by Iraldenar ) joyneth 
them only to the latter. But 7fyou attend well to what. 
the Evangeliſts,as theOrgans of one infallible ſpeaker 
the holy Ghoſt,deliver, you ſhall find that Chrift 
- Ipake- 
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ipake them undoubtedly of both thoſe Cups. S. 
Mathew&$S.Markeannex them immediately to the 
confecratedCup. but S. Zuke(tis true)onlyjoynerh 
them to the Legall; what of that? It will nor 


follow thence that he ſpake them not of the 0< 


ther alſo: For if you oblſerve- every one ofthe 
Evangcliſts doth not relate every ſtory at large, 
and yet you cannot fay that one relating more 
or leffe, ſtories any thing contrary to the other. 
But it is evident that the holy Ghoſt purpoſeth, 
that out of them all joyntly wee ſhould colle&t 
the full truth unanimonſly produced. Nordoth 
this difference in the manner put any. contrarie= 
tie inthe ſubſtance of the ſtorie. Since this their 
varictie is to ſupply and explaine, no way to re- 
Fire one another, What incongruitie is it then 
co determine the matter thus ? Chriſt ſpake the 
words of both Cups. S. Mathewand S. Marke, 
relate them to the confecrated Cup. S. Luke af- 
tcrto the Legall:and fo theſtorte 15compleat.)o 


you not thinke that Chriſt at the inſtitution of 


Baptiſme ſpake all theſe words ( Goe therefore 


and teach all nations baptizing them in the name of 


the Father, and of the Soxne, and of thehily Ghofe. 
Hee that beleeveth and is wy ſhall be ſaved, 
but hee that beleeveth not (hall be damned)though 
S. Mathew telate none but the firſt verſe. S. 
Harke onely the ſecond, S. Zake neither s As 
in that and other paſſages youmuſt conſult with 
them all : ſo likewiſe in this. And though pers 
happes you may heare diverſe zores,and obſerve 
them to have their ſeverall reſtes, yet the harmo- 
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An Apologie for Door Featley 
that bread and: what is that wine which 1s atthe- 
Communion : he will tell you, ſuch as may be 
eaten and dranke unworthily and to our damnation, 
Nowyou cannot ſay Chriſt; body and bloud 
can be received either #aworthily or ts death, for 
to the receipt of them Chriſt hath: annexed the 
* promiſe of life. Nor can it be that he who is 
life it ſelfe can be received wnto death: S. Pauls 
meaning therefore is, that whoſo commeth to- 
thoſe holy myſteries: without that wherewirh to 
Aiſcerne the Lords body, is guiltie of the body and 
bloxd of Chriſt, not in that he hath. received 
them, but in that hee hath not- received them; 
lince they onely can: be: received by: the mouth 
of faith, Let not him therefore who-without due 
preparatian- ( and ſo. prophanes, the holy ordi- 
nance- of God) unworthily eates;ithe-Sacramen- 
tall bread and drinkes of the Cup, thinke that 
he doth Communicate of the body and bloud 
of Chriſt, for ſo- he ſhould receive to his ſalya- 
tion : but let him- aſſure himſelfe that howſo- 


ever hee mixe himſelfe with the faithfull at 


that holy banquet, yer hee receives barely the 


outward food and not the heavenly, which: 


can onely be diſcerned and received by a lively 


faith: and ſo his ſoule ſtill is-languiſhing, becauſe | 


# partakes not of that nouriſhment which ſhould 
quicken and ſuſtaine it. Thus then if you will 
beleeve S. Paul, that which-is in the Cup though 
in Sacramentall relation it be Chriſts. bloud:yer 
in ſubſtance tis ſtill the fr##t of the Yine, Where 
you interpret the Fathers calling the Euchariſt 
an wnbloudy "**:rifice, as if the ſubſtance of Chriſt 
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were therein orfered, wnder the formes of bread and 


againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon? 93 
wine; You doe them much wrong - their reaſon = 
is becauſe his bloudy ſacrifice ( ozce only offered 
on the Groſſe 1s by this #nbloudy commemoration 
called to remembrance, and applied to the un- 
ſpeakeable conſolation and confirmation of the 
faithfull. Cyprian m the ſame Epiſtle which your * cprian; 
quotation'direfs-me to,tells us,*Quotzeſoang, ergo Þ:03** 
Calicem in Commemorationem. Domini & paſSions _ 
ejus offerimus Fc: that in the powring of. the Cup 
we Commemorate the paſsion of our Lord,g&+c. $. 
Auenſtine will tell you, that this is not the 
Lord crucified in truth, 7# rez weritate, but ſigni- 
ficante myſterio, in a ſignifying myſterie, Anda «_4,,,p. com; 
gaine, his opinion-runnes thus ;.* Hs Sacrificif Fanft.lzo, 
caro & ſanguws, ante adventum Chrifti per vids ©" 
mas ſimilitudinum promittebatur in Paſſione Chriſts 
fer ipſam weritatem reddebatur, poſt aſcenſum 
Chriſti per. Sacramentum memorie celebratur, The 
fleſh and blond of this Sacrifice before the comming 
. of Chriſt was- promiſed intypicall Sacrifices; inthe 
paſſion of Chriſt was in very deede offered ; after 
the CAſcenſion of Chriſt, by a- Sacrament is kept 
zn continnall remembrance. After S.F. hath: ( {o 
poorely as not worth: the confutation ) jumbled: 
in falſe witneſſes and cunningly ſmothered the 
Teſtimony of' thoſe who would condemne him: 
he is ſo foole-hardy- as to affirme that though 
Chriſt ſaid of the conſecrated Cup that it was 
the fruite of the Vive, yet it deſtroyes. not his | 
Tenet of. Tranſubſtantiatiov. Pray Sir, be per- 
ſwaded that if it remaine after conſecration in 
ſubſtance the fruit of the Yine, that then ſubſtan. - 
tially, it is not Chriſts bloud: but he ſayth ic 
doth ; and therefore when you heare him tell 
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An Apologie for Dotar Featley 
you it is his bloud, beleeve him alſo when hee 
fayth it is the frutte of the Vine. But you wonder 
chat though it be( as you ſuppoſe) his very 


| bloud, chat he calleth it #he fonrte of the Vine, 


fence Chriſt himſelfe is called a Fine. I thanke 
you for this fimile, which I thus retort, He 1s 
called a Vine who was none ſubſtantially, ſo alſo 
wine is called his blond which was not fo ſub- 
ſtantially. Thus obſerve how every flaſh {cor- 
cheth the Fueller,and every ſtroake weakenerhthe 
ſtriker. Our truth,like an impenetrable Adament, 
ſuffereth nothing, whiles the hand which of. 
tereth it violence is diſabled with its own blouv, 
There is nothing ſo ſacred or venerable which 
under-goes not ſome miſprizion: yet accuſation 
and calumny are no arguments of guilt: theſe 
tryalls purifie and forrifte our canſe which wee 
(as Sexeca of a wiſe man) ſay, is Invulnerabilis 
aon quod non feritur, ſed quod non leditnr;Invulne- 
rable not becauſe it is not buffeted, but becauſe not hurt 
There is greater reaſon to be more confident on 
the ſtrength of that fort, which hath reſiſted in- 
numerable affanlts,; then that which was never 
battered. To conclude in your owne dialeQ; 
The reaſons moving to leave the communion of the 
Chriſtian world, ſhould be unavoidably convincing, 
unt hitherto there have appeared none ſuch,nor ever 


will doe from the month of any Papiſt : unavoy dably 


, convincing have beene and are continually given 


by Proteſtants, as thoſe very ſhifts by which you 


would avoydthem conv?nce: which after ferious 


examination, rather accuſe you of ftnbbornes,- 
then warrant your ſeparation, | But fince Gods 
i ; written 
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againſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
written veritie can neither ſway your faith nor 


limit your pennes ; no marvayle , if Arguments 
thence deduced be accuſed of i impotencie : Tis 


no Argument that the Sunne withdrawes its 


light, becauſe the blind perceive it not, you are 


blinde, and ( which is worſe) you will be ſo. The Toh, re; 


lizht $ fs on the darknes and the darknes C0mm- 
prehended it not. | 
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An Anſwer to the Cavillations. 


and vaunts of SE wherewaith he 
ends his Booke, 


Pli by S.E.ſucccede many aſperſions of 
FA tergiverſationand incqualitie caſt on 

NS Dodor Featleyin reſpect of Door 
YVZ2S Smith,which if they beas fraudulent 
and fabulous 2his Relation isHliterdte and flen- 
der, they have neithertruth nor honeſty inthem. 
He muſt give me leave to anſwer them with a 
ſmile: Nothing, bur'a few Catholike deceipts 
or ſo; could my body belo fubtile as ro be pre- 
ſent in diverſe(places' at onee,as Thr ſellinns te. 

orts of Frier Xavier your great Thaumaturge;l 
would quickly be reſolved. In'the meanewhile 


he mult not- take ir ill, if (according to the 
common 


Fterthe end of this Modicum penned 
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An Apologie for Doflor Featley 
common fate ) hee. be not beleeyed, who hath 
beene taken tripping. Whar this booke ſpeakes 
DoRor Featiey who will regard? fincc it con- 
trarily appeares to the world; and can yet be 
juſtified to the donbttull, by witneſſes now living, 
that he often diſcovered your Fiſhers hookes and 
tgoke him with hs owne _Anele; hee hath ever 
beene Musket-proofe; he alwayes puts Sweetes 
mouth out of relliſh:Egleſtones ſimples could not 
worke with him, 


Senſere quid mens rite, quid indules 
Nutrita fauſtis ſub penetralibus, 


| poſſet. 


How unlikely then is this report that Smrth 
could over-beare him 2 If ſurely hee had no 0- 
ther zooles then theſe wherewith to quit himſelfe 
of thoſe blowes were given him, no queſtion but 
hee was ſoundly hammered. And whereas his 
Lordſhips. Chaplaine ſeckes to ſalue up the marter 
with this Afﬀter-clap, thoſe which bur overlooke 
ir, muſt needes confefle, it hath done him this 
ſecond injury, to publiſh his weakenes ; and ſince 
the blottes of his Pen reviue a dying 1gnominy, 
this pretended Apology proves no better then 
both their accuſations. What neede the Biſhop 
of Chalcedon be accuſed of ſo many rare endow-= 
ments? was not his diſclayming in his Coun- 
trey, his Allegeance, his Religion,merit enongh 
to challenge his promotion ? is it notenoughthat 
his title ſound greater, unleſſe alſo he be thoughc 
wiſerthen his opponent ? If Door Smith mou 
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againſt the Biſhep of Chalcedon. 
paſſe for that Artiſt,this booke ſpeakcs him; or 
haye his Pazegyricke authenticall ; he ſhould wile. 
ly have kepr it in thole places whcre any thing 
muſt be beleeved. InEngland he is knowne to0 
well cuer to be thought guilty of halfe thoſe ex- © 
ccllencies wherewith this Adulator pleaſeth to 
flouriſh and enammel[ his Lordſhips ſingular im- 
perfeions. As for Doctor Featley his able ſervice 
ro Gods Church is farreroo emincnt to be ccclip- 
{cd by any Doway Satyre : where hee is nor the 
twentieth who is thus traduced ; Even part of this pag,4s- 
booke glanceth at all our Miniſters as m7 whoſe 
words may not be taken. Burt Icrme tell you,a Prote. 
* ſtant hath more reaſon to be belccvcd on his bare 
word, thena Papiſt, becauſe the Proteſtants Re- 
lizion tyes kim toſpeakethe truth from his hcatr, 
without any mentall reſervation ; but the Papiſts 
doctrine teacheth him a pretty kinde of deceipt 
called Fquivecation, and will nor ſticketolicenſe 
the loudeſt lye,ſo itbe advantagious to the cauſe 
of Rome. Concerning theſe attcr- triumphes of 
his Lordſhip thus weakely groundedT muſt con- 
feſſe my ſelfea man of very ſmall faith. Theſe = 
vaunts of victorie I retort with the tranſlation of I 
the Reporters Title-page. Facr/e eff ut quiſque Au- :48; 
gnſtiuum vincat, quanto magis ut viciſſe videatur; 
aut (; non viaeatur, viciſſeaicatur facile eff, The 
meaneſt Clarke may eafily think himſelfe too hard 
for Auſtin,moreeafily fecme ſo, but moſt eaſily be 
ſoreported ; Let me imputethe firſt tothe falſe in- | 
telligence of ſelfe-conceipt; the next tothe Artcof | {0 
ſimulatis;the laſt tothe voyce of faction. But its no | 
newesto heare Rome boaſt of her ſucccfle, even 
from her Cradle, one of her creatures could flatter 
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her * Pt ad con{tituendum ejus imperium contendiſſe 
Virtus & fortuna videantur,as if valour and fortune 
did vie whoſe aſſiſtance ſhould heare moſt advanta. 
gtows in her Empire. Tothis vaunt Ile oppoſe no 0-4 
therthenthat cenſure which one of her later Pens 
« Mime.r, affordes her Triumphes.* Toties a Romants impia- 
28. tum eſt, quoties triumphatum ; Tot ae aijs ſpolia quot 
ae rentibus & Trophea:igitur Romant new (dev tantt 
quodreligieft ſed quod imprne Sacrilegt &7.Rome 
is famors for as many ſtaines of impiety as triumphes: 
jbee fpovled as mazy Temples as jhee ſacked Nati. 
ons. Rome therefore owes more of ber greatnes to 
ſacril:ge then Rettgion; that ever was the engine 
that rayſed hes, this but the pretenſe 

Maſter Kzevet is here reported to have dyeda 
Catholikez what of this? If you lay a Romane 
Catholike I ſay you ſpcake downe- right zez . 
ſenſe. As if one ſhould fay a particular vntver- 
fall: bur you would be underſtood thatupon diſ- 
like of the Proteſtant cauſe after this conference yi: 
he turned, and dyed Papiſt. This impoſtrion is 
no newes,one fingle man may the caſilierbeare 
with this( though odious )aſperſton of revoult; 
{ince there have beene thoſe impudent pennes | 
which durſt traduce the moſt admired patterns 
of Chriſtianitie, and afirme that worthy Beza 
and Doctor X:nz the late reverend Biſhop of 
London, 8&c. recanted their Religion with 
See DoRer their laſt breath + which -they wote out them- 
Featlie-Þiet. ſelyes to eſtabliſh z Nay ſince upon the like oc- 


—_—__ *caſion, noleſle then two Earles and almoſt an hun. 


Confer: kad. dred other worthy perſonages . and conftant Prote= 
Tun.27-ARMO Zapts eſcaped nOt this calumny ; I hearethis with- 


2623, 


againſ1 the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
out wonder. But ſuppoſe wee ſhould { againft 
ourknowledge and our Doctors knowne worrh ) 


' veeld his Lordſhip the victorie: and ( againſt 


Charirie ) confeſle alſo the gentlemans revoult; 
whar of this? althoughir be eſteemed the happ1- 
pcs, yet tis not the juſtification of an enterpriſe 


ro profper; Truth for a time may beeverborne 


whiles falſhood may triumph. 
Proſperum arc felis {eels VirtusVocatiy, 


Miſcheife may perhaps ſucceed, but that ſuc- 


.cefle makes it not a vertne; Our Chriſtian for- 


titude may be overborne, but cannot be daun- 


ted: howſoever wee contefſe the moſt skillfull 
Fencer may ſometimes get.a knocke,yet aifo we 


know that that cauſe is not alwaycs the beſt 


. which gettes the day. Our faith hath firmer 
foundation then fleſh and bloud : volubility of 


fpecch cannot carrie 1t where God decides the 
controverſie. Philoſophie weeleadmir as a hand- 
mayd to divinitie, which you ſuborne againſt its 
Miſtris; but ſee the beſt you ect by it; juſt as 
much as he who prepoſteroully rakes out of the 
fire a burning Iron with his fingers, when hee 


mizhr.both aptly and ſecurely have doneit with 
the Tonges. 


And now SirS.E.not to dally with you any 
longer T amo Jet. the world know that net- 
ther our Doctor 1s that flincher, nor Maſter 
Kxevet that Turnecoate as you ſtoric them, 
For the likelihood of your Lords challenging 
Door Featley in England, the Reader may re- 
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fic on my anſwer to your 23. Paze 

W hcreyouaccuſe him for declining a ſecond 
conflict in Pare:;T anſwer, thatin Pares hee could 
not mecte his Lordſ{hip,bec2uſe his honour had ſo 
contrived the matter, that he leſt the towne before 
Doctor -Featley had Icave fron the Ambaſſadour 
(whole Chaplaine hce then was ) to cencountcr 
him. 

That our Doctor did neither diſtruſt his cauſe or 
himſclfc in reſpe& of him, is apparent, becauſe 
after this conference with Do@or Smith,he had a 
diſputation at Par7s with DoQor Bagſhaw, a man 
of grcater note and antiquity then hi: Lordſhip. 
And cherefore your {landers and detrations are 
groundlcfſeandimprobable. As for Maſter Knever 
that hedyed no Papiſt as you report, but a moſt 
zealous Proteſtant, one Maſter Rsſſc//,and diverſe 
other wichout exception yetliving,are ready daily 
to teſtifie againlt you,aud therefore if you would 
have had your untruthes to have paſſed for currant 
you ſhould have done wiſcly to have ſeene thoſe 
witneſſes extinct, before you had ventured the 
preſſe. This Gentlemans faith was ſtreagthened 
not ſtaggered by this conference; the ſequell 
fhewes, he liked ſo well our DoRours carriagein 


- this bulines, that in reſpet of him I may ſay 


(givemeleaveto uſe your laſt words again{t you) 
he bore away theprize, 
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The (Concluſion to him who lent. 


mee this Booke, 


,” 


CIlGNIOR, 


Pw PLA Yu may perceivethat your Courteſie 1C 
MN\NEEATS in lending me this worke of your 
MW triend S,E.hath made youthe occa- 
| oS, Y ſion of a great deale of Charity 
=2g which hath cleared both our Do@or 
— our caule. In requitallof the larg? excommm 
you gayethe Authour, [have juſtified our Doors: 
merit, from whoſe eſteeme he ſeekes to derogate. 
In ſome lines my penne may ſeeme to call him, 
"7 butIle makeno Apolog y,becaule itcan plead Re- 
| taliation. If my paines cannot recifir your judg- 


ment ( which I wiſh they may) yer they ſhall ſtand 
| 15 4 memorandum, that a Proteſtant is like that 


| Tree which1s reared the faſter by ſhaking ;and that 
hisdiſlike of Tranſub{tantiation, beſides his Coun- 
trie; hath reaſozon his ftde. I might hereinterpoſe 
aſeri tous diſfſuaſive from Curious di putes inthis ars 
2ument, butthat I refer my Readerto that exat & 
learned peice ofjudicious Zooker.in his 5.booke of 

his Eccl.Pol.n.87, 
Surely whiles men deyourly. contented them- 
ſelves to know that they at the Receipt ofthe holy 
G2 Sacrament 
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| Sacrament did to their unſpeakable comforts par- 
ticipate of the body and bloadoftheir Sawiour,and 


were thercby nouriſhed unto lite : they did never 
trouble the Church with theſe diſputes which 
determine the manner how he is preſent there: 
( which preſence of Chriſt I underſtand to bz 
rcall rather in reſpe& of the fairhfull heart, which 
entertaines him rhen the Sacrament which in-: 
deed really exhibires but doth nor corporally 
containe him) neither can the ancient Fathers 
with good conſcicnce,by any Readcr be 1nterpre- 
red,to determine the manner of his preſence at the 
Sacrament cither by Conſub/tantiation or Tranſub. 


fantiatioa. Andtruly Iſhould much maryaile what 
ſhould move you ro fo, much diſpute the manner 


of Chriſts reall preſexce, ſince our opinion which 
denycs itto be by Tranſubſantiation;affoards the 
Communicant the ſame ſolid comfort, viz : the 
very participation of his Sayiour ,as yours doth 
which defends it- if Idid not find it ro be a new 
Hatchr Poliriero proppe up that which maintaines 
the papacie, Were irnor to keepe inthefire of Pur= 
gatorie you would not be fo hot ſor Tranſubſtanti. 
ation;grantrhis & they will leade.youinto that. For 
if the body be {ubſtanrially in th: Sacrament, 
then is ther? a true Sacrifice ; and if ſo, then pro 
Vinis & defunt#is ; if tor the dead, then for ſuch 
as are capable.of Releaſe; and ſo conſequently 
for the Releaſe of ſoules out of Purgatory. And 
then forſooth nothing bur your & od Angels can 
be heard in your Caſe. And thus is the ground 
of this your zeale -and controverſie diſcovered. 
That which at the firſt was no better then the 
al... breath 


agarſt the Biſhop of Chalcedon. 
breath of Popes, is now become their very life 
and being:without Tranſnbſtantiationthieirchicteſt 
ſtate and ſubſtance would vanith. This doerine 
I have taken occaſion to cxamine, Nor can any 
viewing itwith his owne cycs:( without that miſt 
ofthe Romiſh Church beforcthem ) chuſe bur ad- 
mire and deteſt its deformitics. What though but 
luke-warme Chriſtian can digeſt -ſuch a Tenet. 
which ſhall ſo ſaucily robbe Chriſts body of its 
properties, and inſtced of a Sacrament,delude him 
with no better thena Monſter? Formy part it. 
ſhall be part ofmy continuall thankeſgiving to him 
in whom onely we can ſce light, thatwe have not 
ſolearned Chriſt, but can better diſcerne of the 


Lords bodie. 
; Yale. 


Hic Rhodus, hic Saltus 


